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Abstract 
This project investigates the subjects of humanitarian intervention and state sovereignty based 
on the following research question: What challenges have modern conflicts created for the 
concept of state sovereignty and for intervening for humanitarian purposes? - And what 
implications do these challenges hold for states and actors with regards to humanitarian 
intervention and R2P? 
The aim of the project is to gain a better understanding of the mechanics of intervention and 
state sovereignty- especially the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine. The project also 
tries to argument that there has been a significant change in the way in which humanitarian 
intervention is perceived, and that R2P has had a significant role in all of this. The project 
uses the theoretical schools of realism and constructivism to discuss various aspects of the 
subject area, and focus in particular on the view on state sovereignty. The question of when an 
intervention can truly be called humanitarian will be addressed using the scholar Nicholas 
Wheeler. 
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1. Introduction	  	  The	  subject	  of	  this	  project	  was	  selected	  while	  the	  so-­‐called	  “Arabic	  spring”	  was	  sweeping	  across	  North	  Africa	  and	  the	  Middle	  East.	  War	  had	  just	  broken	  out	  in	  Libya,	  and	  there	  was	  much	  debate	  as	   to	  whether	   the	   international	  community	  should	   intervene	  or	  not.	  This	  also	  sparked	  a	  simultaneous	  debate	  about	  humanitarian	  intervention	  in	  general.	  	  	  The	   project’s	   subject	   stems	   from	   this	   situation.	   The	   project	   concerns	   itself	   with	   the	  mechanics	   of	   intervention,	   the	   Responsibility	   to	   Protect	   (R2P)	   in	   particular,	   and	   the	  politics	   that	   surround	   them.	   The	   project	   tries	   to	   analyse	   the	   subject	   based	   on	   several	  conflicts	  in	  which	  humanitarian	  intervention	  was	  either	  suggested	  or	  undertaken,	  and	  to	  identify	   any	  possible	   implications	   for	   the	   future	   of	   humanitarian	   intervention	   and	   the	  R2P	   based	   on	   the	   outcome	   of	   these	   conflicts.	   This	   is	   highly	   relevant	   considering	   the	  current	  situation	  in	  Syria,	  Bahrain	  and	  Yemen	  respectively.	   In	  other	  words,	  the	  project	  looks	  both	  at	   the	  past,	  present	  and	  potential	   future	  of	  humanitarian	   intervention,	  with	  the	  intent	  of	  showing	  how	  six	  important	  modern	  conflicts	  changed	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  world	   views	   and	   perceives	   humanitarian	   intervention.	   As	   the	   project	   will	   argue,	   the	  recent	   intervention	   in	   Libya	  may	   be	   the	   first	   clear	   sign	   that	   a	   significant	   change	   has	  occurred	   regarding	   how	   states	   and	   their	   populations	   view	   intervention	   and	   state	  sovereignty.	   If	   this	   is	   indeed	  true,	   it	  will	  potentially	  have	  major	   implications	   for	   future	  conflicts	  and	  international	  relations	  in	  general.	  	  The	  project’s	  analysis	   is	  divided	   into	   four	  steps.	  The	   first	  step	  analyses	   the	  conflicts	   in	  Somalia,	   Rwanda	   and	  Kosovo	  during	   the	   1990’s	   (90’s)	   to	   give	   a	   picture	   of	   the	  way	   in	  which	   humanitarian	   intervention	   was	   originally	   perceived.	   Rwanda	   is	   particularly	  important	  in	  this	  regard,	  since	  this	  would	  be	  the	  event	  that	  triggered	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  R2P.	  Step	  two	  moves	  on	  to	  the	  new	  millennia,	  analysing	  the	  two	  wars	  triggered	  by	  9/11(referring	  to	  9/11/2001):	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq.	  This	  step	  will	   look	  at	  some	  of	  the	  major	   problems	   that	   surround	   humanitarian	   intervention.	   The	   third	   step	   is	   mainly	  concerned	  with	  the	  recent	  intervention	  in	  Libya.	  We	  will	  argue	  that	  this	  is	  the	  important	  milestone	   that	   illustrates	   how	   things	   have	   changed	   from	   previous	   interventions-­‐	  especially	  with	  regards	  to	  how	  sovereignty	  and	  humanitarian	   intervention	  are	  viewed.	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And	   finally,	   step	   four	  will	  both	  attempt	   to	   further	  explain	  why	  we	  believe	  one	  can	  say	  there	  has	  been	  a	  shift	  in	  mentality	  throughout	  the	  years,	  as	  well	  as	  discussing	  potential	  implications	  for	  the	  future.	  	  	  
1.2	  Problem	  area	  
	  The	  main	  theme	  for	  this	  project	  is	  to	  see	  whether	  conflicts	  can	  be	  described	  and	  justified	  as	   being	   humanitarian	   or	   merely	   military	   and	   to	   what	   extent	   these	   actions	   can	   be	  legitimised.	  The	  motives	  for	  when	  and	  why	  states	  intervene	  are	  also	  part	  of	  the	  primary	  theme.	   This	   problem	   area	   will	   outline	   some	   of	   the	   issues	   we	   will	   be	   analysing	   with	  regards	   to	   the	   subject.	   There	   is	  much	  debate	   as	   to	  when	   states	   should	   intervene,	   and	  why	  it	  is	  that	  states	  intervene	  in	  some	  conflicts	  while	  avoiding	  others.	  This	  is	  the	  overall	  problem	  area,	  which	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  light	  of	  the	  concept	  outlined	  in	  the	  following	  along	  with	  its	  various	  aspects.	  	  	  	  
	  The	   concept	   of	   sovereignty	   is	   currently	   highly	   debated,	   and	   is	   also	   one	   of	   the	   key	  concepts	  for	  our	  starting	  point	  in	  this	  project.	  The	  debate	  revolves	  around	  the	  original,	  traditional	   concept	   of	   sovereignty	   as	   opposed	   to	   the	  more	   contemporary	  mentality	   of	  intervening	  in	  conflicts	  for	  various	  purposes,	  mostly	  argued	  as	  being	  humanitarian.	  	  	  The	  United	  Nations	   (UN)	   Charter	   is	   an	   important	   document	   that	   leans	   up	   against	   the	  concept	  of	  sovereignty	  and	  the	  whole	  discussion	  surrounding	   interventions	   in	  general.	  The	  UN	  Charter	  clearly	  defines	   the	   international	   law	  that	  applies	   to	  how	  states	  should	  behave.	   It	   emphasises	   equality	   between	   states	   and	   the	   importance	   of	   having	   a	  cooperating	   security	   system.	   At	   the	   same	   time	   it	   also	   relates	   to	   the	   realist	   idea	   of	   a	  sovereign	   statehood.	   	   The	   UN	   Charter	   states	   that:	   “The	   Organization	   is	   based	   on	   the	  
principle	   of	   the	   sovereign	   equality	   of	   all	   its	  Members.”	   (UN	   charter:	   Article	   2(1)	   1945).	  Furthermore	  “All	  Members	  shall	  refrain	  in	  their	  international	  relations	  from	  the	  threat	  or	  
use	  of	  force	  against	  the	  territorial	  integrity	  or	  political	  independence	  of	  any	  state,	  or	  in	  any	  
other	  manner	   inconsistent	  with	   the	   Purposes	   of	   the	   United	  Nations.”	   (UN	   charter,	   Ch.1,	  Article	   2(4)).	   	   These	   paragraphs	   from	   the	   charter	   are	   important,	   as	   they	  do	  not	   leave	  much	  room	  for	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  Nevertheless,	  what	  we	  find	  interesting	  with	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regards	   to	  our	  problem	  area	   is	   to	   continue	   to	   look	  at	   the	  discussion	   revolving	  around	  reasons	  for	  intervening	  and	  the	  humanitarian	  aspect	  with	  the	  new	  mentality	  regarding	  the	  interventions.	  	  Another	  thing	  that	  plays	  a	  central	  role	  in	  the	  project	  is	  the	  discussion	  about	  military	  and	  humanitarian	  reasons	  for	  intervening,	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  what	  seems	  to	  matter	  the	  most	  for	   intervening	   states,	   but	   also	   with	   regards	   to	   which	   reasons	   are	   legitimate	   for	  intervention.	   Each	   represent	   a	   different	   view	   on	   intervention-­‐	   and	   the	   questions	   that	  states	  contemplating	  intervention	  should	  ask	  themselves.	  For	  example,	  should	  the	  state	  consider	  its	  own	  interests	  over	  those	  of	  the	  population	  in	  need	  of	  help?	  Should	  it	  hold	  up	  the	  potential	  gains	  or	  benefits	   from	   intervention	  against	   the	  costs?	  Both	   the	  economic	  and	  human	  ones?	  Or	  should	  it	  take	  the	  opposite	  approach	  and	  take	  selfless	  risks	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  foreign	  populations?	  In	  the	  project’s	  analysis,	  these	  two	  kinds	  of	  mentalities	  will	  be	  pitted	  against	  one	  another	  using	  realism	  and	  constructivism	  to	  shed	  some	  light	  on	  the	  mechanics	  of	  intervention.	  They	  also	  represent	  two	  different	  views	  on	  state	  sovereignty-­‐	  one	  thinks	  it	   is	  dangerous	  to	  infringe	  upon	  it	  unless	  in	  self-­‐defence-­‐	  the	  other	  thinks	  it	  may	  also	  be	  necessary	  for	  humanitarian	  purposes	  and	  reasons.	  	  One	   way	   of	   intervening	   is	   based	   on	   the	   new	   R2P	   doctrine.	   R2P	   is	   a	   relatively	   new	  concept	   in	   the	   realm	   of	   humanitarian	   law	   that	   tries	   to	   address	   some	   of	   the	   problems	  posed	   by	   the	   traditional	   view	   on	   state	   sovereignty.	   For	   example,	   if	   the	   international	  community	   is	   faced	   with	   a	   developing	   genocide	   in	   a	   given	   state-­‐	   and	   is	   considering	  taking	  military	  action	  due	   to	   the	   state	   in	  question’s	   inability	  or	  unwillingness	   to	   solve	  the	   problem,	   the	   traditional	   view	   would	   be	   to	   prioritise	   the	   sovereignty	   of	   the	   state	  being	  intervened	  against.	  The	  needs	  of	  the	  population	  facing	  the	  genocide	  come	  second.	  This	   is	   exactly	  what	   happened	  when	  Rwanda	   became	   the	   site	   of	   a	   brutal	   genocide	   in	  1994.	  	  	  	  	  
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   9	  
	  It	   led	  to	  a	  process	  that	  resulted	  in	  the	  R2P,	  a	  process	  that	  will	  be	  elaborated	  on	  in	  the	  project’s	   analysis.	   R2P	   tries	   to	   avoid	  more	   cases	   like	   Rwanda	   by	   proclaiming	   that	   all	  states	  have	  a	  responsibility	  to	  protect	  their	  citizens	  from	  four	  different	  types	  of	  abuse:	  
• Genocide	  
• War	  crimes	  
• Ethnic	  cleansing	  
• Crimes	  against	  humanity	  	  In	  addition	  to	  this,	  all	  states	  also	  have	  a	  responsibility	  to	  help	  other	  states	  live	  up	  to	  their	  R2P,	   and	   to	   take	   action	   against	   states	   that	   actively	   commit	   one	   of	   the	   four	   offences	  mentioned	  above.	  R2P	  became	  a	  part	  of	   the	  UN	   framework	   in	  2005,	  when	   it	  was	   first	  mentioned	   in	   articles	  138	  and	  139	  of	   the	  World	  Summit	  outcome	  document.	  R2P	  will	  form	  the	  basis	  for	  much	  of	  the	  project’s	  analysis	  and	  discussion	  of	  state	  sovereignty	  and	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  (United	  Nations	  –	  General	  Assembly,	  2005.	  P31)	  	  This	  outline	  of	  our	  problem	  area	  has	  led	  us	  to	  this	  main	  research	  question:	  
	  
What	  challenges	  have	  modern	  conflicts	  created	  for	  the	  concept	  of	  state	  sovereignty	  and	  for	  
intervening	  for	  humanitarian	  purposes?	  -­‐	  And	  what	  implications	  do	  these	  challenges	  hold	  
for	  states	  and	  actors	  with	  regards	  to	  humanitarian	  intervention	  and	  R2P?	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  	  
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   10	  
	  
	  
2.	  Methodology	  
	  1.1	  Introducing	  the	  methods	  	  This	   chapter	   aims	   to	   interpret	   our	   methodological	   tools	   where	   both	   our	   research	  methods,	  data	  collection	  and	  theoretical	  considerations	  will	  be	  outlined.	  	  The	   project	   adopts	   a	   'critical	   realism'	   understanding	   as	   the	   general	   framework	   for	  understanding.	   The	  motive	   of	   using	   critical	   realism	   can,	   in	   this	   context,	   be	   said	   to	   be	  associated	  with	   this	   approach	   to	  detect	   and	  discover	   the	  deeper	   layer	   of	   the	   research	  field	  we	  want	  to	  identify.	  Which	  is	  why	  we	  will	  first	  look	  at	  the	  project's	  epistemological	  and	   ontological	   considerations	   to	   explain	   how	   the	   project	   understands	   and	   sees	   the	  world.	   	   Finally	  we	  will	   outline	   how	  we	  will	   use	   our	   combination	   of	   data	   and	   cases	   to	  answer	  our	  working	  questions.	  	  	  Because	  we	  have	  had	  limited	  time	  to	  write	  this	  project,	  we	  created	  a	  timeframe	  for	  how	  we	  sought	  to	  best	  use	  our	  time.	  	  	  The	   timeframe	   for	   this	   project	   extended	   from	   September	   2011,	   when	  we	   formed	   the	  group	  and	  until	  20th	  December	  2011,	  which	  is	  the	  projects’	  deadline.	   In	  between	  these	  two	  dates	  we	  have	  had	  various	  ambitions	  as	  to	  what	  we	  needed	  to	  accomplish,	  research	  and	  write	  before	  given	  dates.	  We	  had	  a	  deadline	  for	  our	  interviews,	  as	  we	  wanted	  them	  to	  have	  been	  carried	  out	  between	  the	  16th	  and	  the	  30th	  of	  November	  2011,	   in	  order	  to	  give	   us	   more	   time	   for	   transcribing	   and	   analysing	   the	   interviews	   before	   the	   projects	  hand-­‐in	   date.	   We	   succeeded	   in	   achieving	   this	   as	   Frederik	   Rosén’s	   interview	   was	  conducted	  on	  the	  23rd	  and	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund’s	  was	  conducted	  on	  the	  29th	  of	  November	  2011.	  	  Furthermore,	  as	  to	  the	  specific	  cases	  we	  have	  chosen	  to	  analyse,	  they	  have	  been	  the	  ones,	  which	  we	  have	  found	  of	  most	  relevance.	  The	  argument	  for	  choosing	  those	  specific	  cases	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will	  be	  clarified	  later	  on	  in	  this	  chapter	  together	  with	  a	  more	  thorough	  description	  of	  our	  limitations.	  	  
	  
2.2	  Epistemological	  and	  Ontological	  considerations	  	  The	   project	   structure	   is	   based	   on	   Trochims	   ‘hourglass’	   figure	   (Trochim,	   2006).	   The	  hourglass	  illustrates	  that	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  project	  we	  had	  a	  general	  idea	  of	  a	  broad	  subject,	  which	  we	  wanted	  to	  answer	  with	  a	  broad	  set	  of	  questions	  and	  generalisations.	  These	   ideas	  were	   then	  narrowed	  down	  concurrently	  with	   the	  analysis	   and	  broadened	  out	   again	   towards	   our	   conclusion	   (see	   appendix	   4).	   The	   different	   concepts	   will	  concentrate	  around	  a	  few	  selected	  analysis	  points	  to	  detect	  the	  potential	  mentality	  shift	  in	   the	  way	   in	  which	   humanitarian	   interventions,	   and	   their	   causality	   relationships	   are	  perceived,	  which	   together	  enable	  a	  deeper	  understanding	  of	  our	   field	  of	   research.	  The	  deeper	   understanding	   should	   ultimately	   help	   us	   to	   answer	   our	   research	   question.	  Subsequently,	  during	  the	  conclusion	  there	  will	  again	  be	  opened	  up	   for	  some	  reflection	  and	  discussion	  on	  how	  the	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention	  has	  changed.	  	  
2.3	  Ontological	  Considerations	  Since	   the	   project	   uses	   a	   critical	   realist	   understanding	   as	   a	   foundation	   for	   further	  methodological	  understanding,	  the	  project	  will	  try	  to	  emphasize	  the	  reality	  that	  must	  be	  understood	  and	  explained.	  	  	  Change	  is	  characteristic	  for	  this	  project’s	  ontological	  understanding,	  because	  the	  project	  is	  constantly	  subjected	  to	  change	  as	  we	  have	  continuously	  gained	  new	  knowledge,	  and	  therefore	  our	  perception	  of	   the	  same	  phenomenon	  has	  accordingly	  also	  been	  affected.	  Humanitarian	   intervention	   and	   the	   way	   it	   is	   perceived	   and	   conducted,	   is	   constantly	  undergoing	   change,	   and	   the	   analysis	  will	   therefore	   not	   try	   to	   attempt	   to	   comprise	   an	  eternal	   and	  unchanging	   political	   structure,	   but	   rather	   seek	   to	   clarify	   the	   relationships	  between	   actors;	   the	   intervening	   states,	   and	   states	   that	   continually	   change	   their	  behaviours	  and	  structures.	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The	  fundamental	  ontological	  background	  for	  this	  project’s	  analysis	  will	  be	  built	  around	  the	   premise	   that	   "reality	   is	   a	   fact"	   (Jespersen	   2009,	   p.147,	   freely	   translated),	   the	  framework	   for	   this	   project's	   analysis	   is	   to;	   ”…	   present	   the	   physical	   reality	   as	   an	   open	  
system	  that	  is	  responsive	  to	  influence	  from	  the	  transcendent,	  but	  also	  quite	  importantly	  to	  
changeable	  phenomena”	  (Jespersen	  2009,	  p.147,	  freely	  translated).	  	  	  	  
2.4	  Epistemological	  Considerations	  
	  Since	  we	  are	  using	  critical	  realism,	  we	  can	  only	  know	  what	  we	  can	  see.	  Bhaskar	  argues	  that	   one	   can	   only	   empirically	   observe	   reality.	  We	   cannot	   observe	   the	   actual	   and	   real	  domain.	   This	   is	   the	   theory	   of	   the	   iceberg	   because	  we	   can	   only	   observe	   the	   tip	   of	   the	  iceberg.	   The	   rest	   lies	   beneath	   the	   surface	   and	   concurrently	  we	   cannot	   observe	   it	   and	  know	  what	  we	  cannot	  see	  (Bhaskar,	  1989,	  p.20).	  	  	  
	  Because	   we	   use	   critical	   realism	   in	   our	   project,	   the	   research	   area’s	   ontology	   will	  determine	   the	   overall	   choice	   of	   analytical	   method	   (Jespersen,	   2009,	   p.153).	   Critical	  realism	  adopts	  a	  complementary	  approach	  between	  deduction	  and	   induction,	  which	   is	  known	   as	   'abduction'.	   We	   will	   therefore	   not	   just	   base	   our	   theoretical	   understanding	  about	  humanitarian	   intervention	  on	  our	  empirical	  observations	  of	  how	   intervention	   is	  conducted.	  Furthermore	  we	  will	  not	  use	  our	  empirical	  data	  to	  fill	  potential	  gaps	  in	  our	  current	  theory.	  Instead,	  we	  install	  an	  open	  analytical	  strategy	  to	  see	  how	  the	  change	  has	  occurred.	  
	  The	  project’s	  selected	  ontology	  seeks	   to	  visualize	  how	  the	  causal	  relationships	  may	  be	  rooted	  in	  "deep"	  structures,	  institutions	  and	  power,	  whose	  influences	  cannot	  be	  readily	  observed.	  The	  project's	  conclusion	  will	  not	  be	  so	  clear,	   like	  a	  closed	   laboratory	  model,	  which	  means	  that	  Karl	  Popper's	  requirement	  that	  all	  research	  must	  be	  self-­‐critical	  and	  must	   strive	   to	   become	   the	   subject	   of	   falsification,	   is	  weighted	   significantly	   (Jespersen	  2009,	  p.161).	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2.5	  Empirical	  Choices	  	  The	   primary	   data	   sources	   for	   our	   project	   are	   our	   two	   semi-­‐structured,	   qualitative	  interviews	   conducted	   with	   2	   experts	   on	   the	   subject.	   To	   supplement	   this	   we	   will	   use	  second	   hand,	   quantitative	   material	   such	   as	   official	   documents	   and	   reports.	   	   We	   will	  apply	  these	  data	  to	  various	  relevant	  cases	  of	  conflict	  and	  intervention	  since	  the	  1990’s.	  The	  cases	  and	  their	  relevance	  will	  be	  elaborated	  on	  later	  in	  the	  project.	  	  We	  have	  conducted	  our	   interviews	  as	   semi-­‐structured,	  and	   to	   this	  end	  we	  produced	  a	  guideline	   of	   general	   questions.	   This	   way	   we	   had	   the	   possibility	   to	   develop	   further	  questions	  in	  response	  to	  what	  was	  being	  replied	  by	  those	  interviewed,	  and	  thus	  we	  were	  also	  capable	  of	  adapting	  to	  interesting	  new	  points	  as	  they	  came	  up	  during	  the	  interview.	  The	  semi-­‐structured	   interview	   is	   in	  general	   the	   ideal	   type	  of	   interview	   for	   this	   type	  of	  group-­‐based	   project,	   where	   more	   than	   one	   person	   has	   been	   doing	   the	   interviewing.	  However,	   the	   group	   is	   also	   aware	   that	   a	   more	   open	   set	   of	   questions	   would	   make	   it	  possible	   for	   these	   interviewed	   to	   ‘take	   over’	   or	   turn	   the	   line	   of	   subject	   in	   his/hers	  preferred	  direction.	  The	  experts	  chosen	  for	  interviews	  were	  selected	  due	  to	  their	  fields	  of	   expertise	   alone,	  meaning	   that	   each	  person	   is	   a	   specialist	   in	   one	  of	   the	   key	   subjects	  discussed	  in	  the	  project	  (see	  appendix	  1)	  for	  an	  elaboration	  on	  their	  expertise	  and	  the	  questions	   asked).	   It	   is	   however	   important	   to	   remember,	   that	   although	   the	   project	  attempts	   to	   present	   different	   views	   on	   the	   subject	   matter,	   the	   answers	   given	   by	   the	  experts	   in	   the	   interviews	  will	   likely	  be	   influenced	   to	   some	  extent	  by	   the	  backgrounds,	  opinions,	   specialisations,	   etc.,	   of	   the	   experts	   themselves.	   This	   means	   that	   one	   should	  always	   keep	   these	   factors	   in	   mind	   when	   reading	   excerpts	   from	   these	   interviews.	   So	  ultimately,	   the	   key	   is	   to	   strike	   a	   balance	   between	   listening	   respectfully	   to	   the	  interviewed,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  avoiding	  having	  that	  person	  take	  over	  the	  interview.	  Taking	  a	  critical	  point	  of	  view	  to	  the	  validity	  of	  our	  data,	  it	  can	  become	  very	  difficult	  to	  generalise	  from	  the	  basis	  of	  our	  questions	  and	  the	  answers	  given.	  The	  interpretation	  of	  reality	  becomes	  a	  matter	  of	  how	  the	  individual	  interviewed	  sees	  it.	  This	  is	  why	  we	  will	  not	  base	  our	  data	  on	  this	  entirely,	  but	  as	  mentioned	  combine	  it	  with	  quantitative	  data.	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Our	  further	  empirical	  data	  consists	  of	  data	  from	  official	  documents	  and	  various	  reports	  by	  scholars	  on	  the	  subject.	  Regarding	  documents	  we	  will	  be	  using	  United	  Nations	  official	  documents	   like	   the	   Responsibility	   to	   Protect	   (R2P)	   and	   the	   UN	   Charter.	   These	  documents	   provide	   relevant	   background	   information	   as	   to	   how	   states	   should	   behave	  with	  regards	  to	  international	  law	  and	  international	  cooperation.	  We	  will	  use	  paragraphs	  from	   these	   documents	   to	   critically	   analyse	   justifications	  made	   by	   states	   in	   regards	   to	  interventions	  and	  conflicts,	  in	  regards	  to	  how	  the	  documents	  can	  be	  interpreted	  in	  more	  than	  one	  way.	  	  	  Furthermore	  we	  will	   be	   using	  material	  written	  by	   the	   authors	  Alex	  Bellamy	   and	  Matt	  McDonald	   as	   background	   literature,	   as	   they	   have	   touched	   upon	   our	   subject	   area	   in	  regards	   to	   R2P	   and	   human	   security	   with	   various	   considerations.	   This	   background	  literature	   will	   help	   us	   generate	   a	   general	   understanding	   of	   the	   subject.	   They	   are	  constructivists,	  who	  support	  the	  arguments	  made	  by	  Nicholas	  Wheeler,	  whom	  we	  use	  as	  an	  analytic	  theorist.	  This	  will	  of	  course	  affect	  the	  discussion	  in	  a	  positive	  tone	  towards	  the	  constructivists,	  which	  is	  also	  why	  we	  supplement	  our	  theory	  with	  realism.	  	  	  As	  for	  the	  structuring	  of	  our	  theoretical	  framework	  we	  will	  make	  use	  of	  studies	  already	  conducted	   in	   the	   area	   of	   humanitarian	   intervention	   such	   as	   by	   Hugo	   Grotius	   and	  Nicholas	  Wheeler’s	   understanding	   of	   ‘Just	  War’	   theory:	   especially	  with	   regards	   to	   the	  concept	  of	   ‘Jus	  Ad	  Bellum’	   the	   justice	   in	  war.	  As	   for	   the	   theoretical	   stances,	  we	  will	   as	  mentioned	   be	   using	   a	   combination	   of	   realism	   and	   constructivism.	   These	   two	   theories	  have	   been	   chosen	   in	   regards	   to	   our	   ontological	   and	   epistemological	   considerations	   of	  how	  the	  project	  sees	  the	  world	  and	  seeks	  to	  analyse	  various	  views	  and	  interpretations.	  The	  realist	  stance	  is	  concerned	  with	  truth	  being	  something	  universal	  and	  unchangeable	  within	  which	  reality	  exists.	  For	  the	  constructivists	  there	  is	  no	  such	  thing	  as	  a	  permanent,	  unvarying	  or	  stable	  truth	  that	  humans	  and	  states	  can	  rely	  on	  or	  define	  themselves	  from	  or	  relate	  to.	  	  As	  we	  will	  be	   focusing	  on	  the	  use	  of	   these	  two	  main	  branches	  of	   theory,	   this	  naturally	  limits	  us	  as	   to	  not	  getting	  around	  those	  we	  have	  chosen	  not	   to	  use.	   Idealism	  is	  closely	  related	   to	   constructivism,	   which	   is	   why	   we	   have	   not	   used	   it	   as	   a	   main	   theory,	   but	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touched	  upon	  it	  with	  the	  ideas	  of	  Grotius.	  In	  regards	  to	  liberalism,	  we	  have	  not	  chosen	  to	  use	   it,	   as	   it	   takes	   a	   state-­‐centric	   perspective	   on	   the	   role	   of	   the	   state,	   like	   realists.	  Nevertheless	  liberalism	  is	  unlike	  realism	  based	  on	  the	  basic	  liberal	  ideas	  that	  increased	  interaction	   and	   exchange	   of	   information	   between	   actors	   is	   important.	   Furthermore	  states	   actually	   benefit	   from	   international	   organisations	   and	   peace	   and	   justice	   can	   be	  obtained	  more	  easily	  through	  this	  cooperation.	  So	  not	  using	  this	  notion	  limits	  us	  in	  our	  analytic	   understanding	   of	   the	   subject	   area,	   but	   it	   would	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   also	   have	  been	   too	   theoretically	  comprehensive.	  As	   for	  positivism	  we	  do	  not	  use	   this	   theoretical	  method	   as	   it	   rejects	   moral	   considerations	   and	   focuses	   on	   the	   logical,	   scientifically	  verified	  proof.	  For	  this	  reason	  the	  use	  of	  realism	  seemed	  more	  natural	  with	  its	  view	  on	  sovereignty	  and	  states.	  	  	  	  The	  combination	  of	  qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  data,	  combined	  with	  our	  theories,	  will	  benefit	   the	  project	   to	  give	  a	  more	  varied	  picture	  and	   interpretation	  of	   the	  subject	  and	  the	  cases	  that	  we	  analyse.	  The	  interviews	  together	  with	  the	  quantitative	  data	  should	  for	  this	   project	   to	   some	   extent,	   be	   representative	   of	   our	   working	   questions	   that	   we	   are	  seeking	  to	  answer.	   	  Furthermore	  we	  will	  be	   testing	   the	  chosen	  theories	   to	  answer	  our	  working	   questions.	   As	   for	   our	   findings	  we	  will	   only	   be	   able	   to	   generalise	   to	   a	   limited	  extent,	  as	  we	  seek	  to	  make	  the	  analysis	  short	  and	  precise	  to	  the	  specifics	  of	  our	  project.	  We	  are	  thus	  also	  aware	  that	  we	  have	  chosen	  a	  very	  comprehensive	  and	  complex	  subject,	  which	  could	  ask	   for	  much	  more	  research	  and	  time,	  which	  will	  be	  elucidated	   further	   in	  our	  limitations	  section	  in	  this	  chapter.	  	  	  Finally	   we	   will	   look	   into	   different	   cases,	   in	   order	   for	   us	   to	   better	   understand	   the	  contemporary	  mentalities	   and	   attitudes	   towards	  military	   interventions,	   as	  well	   as	   the	  existence	  of	  R2P.	  We	  have	  created	   the	   following	  summary	   to	   illustrate	  an	  overview	  of	  crucial	  conflicts	  of	  political	  and	  humanitarian	  significant	  cases	  since	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  1990s:	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Conflict:	   Began	  In:	  
Fought	  
over:	   Intervention?	  Yes/No	  
Somalia	   1992	   Part	  of	  civil	  war	  between	  various	  warlords	   Yes.	   U.S.	   forces	   attempt	   to	   reinstate	   order.	  Mission	  is	  a	  complete	  failure	  Rwanda	   1994	   Ethnic	  differences	   No.	  International	  community	  takes	  no	  action	  despite	  of	  genocide	  Kosovo	   1999	   Al-­‐Qaeda	  presence	   in	  the	  country	  	   Yes.	  U.S.	  and	  UK	  led	  NATO	  forces	  attack	  Serb	  forces	   to	   begin	   negotiations	   and	   stop	   the	  genocide	  Afghanistan	   2001	   Al-­‐Qaeda	  presence	   in	  the	  country	   Yes.	  U.S.	  led	  NATO	  forces	  invade	  the	  country	  and	  reinstate	  civilian	  government	  
Iraq	   2003	   U.S.	  accusations	  of	  Weapons	  of	   Mass	  Destruction	  	   Yes.	  U.S.	   led	  coalition	  forces	  defeat	  the	  local	  regime	  and	  reinstate	  civilian	  government	  Darfur	   2003	   Resources	  and	   ethnic	  differences	   Yes.	  U.S.	   led	  coalition	  forces	  defeat	  the	  local	  regime	  and	  reinstate	  civilian	  government	  Libya	   2011	   Arabic	  spring	  protests	   Yes.	   NATO	   forces	   joined	   locals	   to	   fight	   the	  regime	  Syria,	  Bahrain,	  Yemen	   2011	   Arabic	  spring	  protests	   Still	  uncertain:	  is	  being	  debated	  	  	  We	  will	  throughout	  the	  analysis	  provide	  a	  historical	  tracing,	  beginning	  with	  a	  look	  at	  3	  crises/conflicts	   in	   the	  90’s:	  Somalia,	  Rwanda	  and	  Kosovo.	  We	  will	   touch	  upon	  Somalia	  and	  Kosovo,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  trying	  to	  argue	  that	  Somalia	  closely	  affected	  the	  situation	  in	  Rwanda,	  while	  the	  outcome	  for	  Kosovo	  also	  was	  affected	  by	  Rwanda.	  We	  will	  continue	  with	   a	   look	   at	   the	   interventions	   in	   Afghanistan,	   Iraq	   and	   most	   recently	   in	   Libya.	   In	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applying	   these	   cases	   to	   our	   study	   we	   will	   try	   to	   enlighten	   what	   can	   be	   suggested	   as	  reasons	   for,	  and	  also	  necessary	  criteria,	  when	  deciding	  whether	  or	  not	   to	   intervene	  or	  not	   to.	   This	   first	   part	   of	   step	   one	   will	   depart	   in	   a	   discussion	   of	   the	   role	   and	  responsibilities	   that	   come	   with	   the	   given	   power	   of	   the	   states	   and	   actors	   in	   the	  international	  system.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  start	  analysing	  their	  role	  as	  this	  will	  enable	  us	  to	  follow	  the	  outcomes	  in	  our	  historical	  tracing,	  where	  we	  will	  not	  go	  into	  depth	  with	  the	  specific	  cases	  but	  use	  them	  to	  support	  and	  clarify	  our	  points.	  	  	  Throughout	   the	   analysis	  we	  will	   both	   be	   looking	   at	   the	   traditional	   realist	   view	   and	   a	  newer	  constructivist	  view	  when	  analysing	  the	  UN	  system	  and	  why	  it	   is	   that	  states	  and	  actors	   in	   the	   international	   system	   decide	   to	   intervene	   in	   conflicts.	  When	   speaking	   of	  states	   and	   actors,	   we	  will	   be	   focusing	   on	   the	   role	   of	   the	   United	   States	   (U.S.),	   and	   the	  United	  Nations	  with	  regards	  to	  military	  interventions	  and	  the	  responsibilities	  of	  states.	  To	  this	  we	  will	  then	  apply	  the	  notion	  of	  ‘Just	  War’	  and	  Nicholas	  Wheeler’s	  constructivist,	  critical	  view	  on	  the	  concept	  of	  humanitarian	  intervention	  and	  the	  minimum	  criteria	  that	  should	  be	  fulfilled	  before	  intervening.	  This	  should	  produce	  a	  more	  varied	  picture	  when	  looking	  at	  the	  reasons	  to	  intervene	  or	  not	  to	  intervene	  in	  conflicts,	  and	  more	  importantly,	  when	   looking	   at	   the	   justifications	   presented	   before	   and	   after	   a	   given	   military	  intervention.	  Our	  main	  focus	  will	  be	  on	  whether	  military	  actions	  can	  actually	  be	  defined	  as	   humanitarian,	   and	   how	   interventions	   go	   against	   the	   concept	   of	   sovereignty	   as	   an	  integrated	  part	  of	  the	  UN	  Charter.	  	  	  All	  these	  cases	  and	  the	  data	  and	  theory	  explained	  above,	  are	  directly	  linked	  and	  chosen	  with	  the	  purpose	  of	  answering	  our	  working	  questions	  to	  the	  extent	  of	  our	  circumstances.	  The	  working	  questions	  are	  as	  follows:	  
	  
• What	   influences	   the	   decisions	   of	   states	   and	   actors	   when	   they	   intervene	   in	  conflicts?	  –	  And	  what	  implications	  does	  intervention	  hold	  for	  sovereignty?	  
• 	  What	  can	  define	  an	  intervention	  as	  humanitarian?	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• How	   do	   realists	   and	   constructivists	   respectively	   view	   politics	   and	   morality?	   –	  And	  how	  do	  differing	  interests	  challenge	  these	  concepts?	  
• How	   has	   the	   mentality	   towards	   humanitarian	   intervention	   changed	   since	   the	  1990s,	  to	  today’s	  R2P	  norm?	  	  
2.6	  Humanitarian	  Intervention	  	  	  In	   this	   project	   we	   are	   using	   our	   own	   understanding	   of	   the	   concept	   of	   humanitarian	  intervention	  as	  the	  term	  is	  viewed	  quite	  differently	  depending	  on	  who	  is	  asked	  about	  it.	  Many	   scholars,	   such	   as	   Wheeler	   and	   Bellamy,	   criticise	   the	   nexus	   between	  humanitarianism	  and	   interventionism	  that	   is	   found	  inherently	   in	  the	  term.	  This	   is	  also	  the	   reason	  why	   the	   concept	  has	  been	   criticised	   for	  being	  vague	  and	   for	  being	  nothing	  more	   than	  an	   ill-­‐disguised	  excuse	   for	  outright	   interventionism.	  This	   is	   the	  reason	  why	  many	   scholars	   do	   not	   want	   to	   use	   it	   to	   describe	   conflicts	   that	   have	   been	   labelled	   as	  humanitarian	   intervention.	   In	   this	   project	   however,	   we	   will	   be	   using	   the	   term	   when	  discussing	   all	   of	   the	   conflicts	   analysed	   in	   this	   project.	   The	   reason	   for	   this	   is	   that	   we	  believe	  it	  covers	  the	  dualistic	  nature	  of	  the	  events	  discussed	  quite	  well:	  they	  are	  military	  interventions,	  but	  they	  have	  also	  claimed	  to	  take	  on	  a	  humanitarian	  aspect.	  We	  asked	  our	  interviewees	  how	  they	  would	  define	  humanitarian	  intervention,	  and	  this	  is	  their	  Frederik	  Rosén’s	  answer:	  “Yes..	  ,	  I	  mean	  you	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  not	  to	  say	  anything	  
because	  you	  quickly	  end	  up	  choking	  on	  those	  uhh,	  concepts	  right?	  But	  overall	  uhh,	  It	  has	  to	  
be	  seen	  as	  military	  action	  with	  the	  primary	  aim	  of	  assisting	  uhh,	  groups	  of	  people	  or..	  Or	  
populations	  in	  situations	  that	  expose	  them	  to	  degrading	  conditions	  (…)”	   (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  This	  is	  the	  definition	  of	  ‘humanitarian	  intervention’	  that	  we	  will	  use.	  	  	  
	  
2.7	  Limitations	  	  	  This	  project	  uses	  R2P	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  discussing	  humanitarian	  intervention	  post	  Somalia.	  The	  reason	  why	  the	  project	  focuses	  on	  recent	  events	  is	  that	  Rwanda	  and	  previous	  events	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have	   already	   been	   studied	   extensively,	   and	   largely	   represent	   a	   more	   traditional	  approach	   to	   state	   sovereignty	   and	   international	   politics.	  More	   recent	   events	   however,	  have	  demonstrated	  previously	  unseen	  attitudes	  towards	  sovereignty	  and	  the	  UN-­‐system	  in	   general.	   R2P	   is	   an	   example	   of	   such	   new	   ideas,	   and	   since	   it	   forms	   the	   basis	   for	   the	  project’s	   analysis,	   it	   makes	   interventions	   that	   have	   been	   carried	   out	   on	   the	   basis	   of	  humanitarian	  arguments	  the	  most	  important	  for	  the	  project	  to	  discuss.	  The	  project	  will	  primarily	   be	   using	   the	   selected	   cases	   as	   a	   means	   to	   discuss	   general	   structures	   in	  international	   relations.	   This	   means	   that	   the	   project	   will	   not	   be	   giving	   any	   specific	  attention	   to	  one	  particular	   single	   case.	  All	   of	   the	   cases	  used	   in	   the	  project	   are	   equally	  important	   to	   the	  analysis.	   In	   the	  methodical	   sense,	   this	  means	   that	   the	  project	  will	   be	  sacrificing	   some	  of	   the	   focus	   that	   comes	   from	  doing	   an	   actual	   case	   study.	   The	  project	  refrains	   from	   doing	   such	   a	   study	   because	   it	   aims	   to	   present	   a	   broad	   range	   of	   issues	  regarding	   the	   subject,	  which	   the	   group	  has	  decided	   that	   a	   project	  with	  multiple	   cases	  will	  achieve.	  	  The	  project	  will	   focus	  on	   intervention	   through	  political	   international	   law	  and	  military	  means,	   rather	   than	   through	   economic	   sanctions.	   The	   economic	   aspect	   will	   still	   be	  touched	  upon,	   but	   not	  with	   the	   same	   level	   of	   detail	   as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	  political	   and	  military	   aspects.	   The	   reason	   for	   this	   is	   partially	   a	   practical	   matter-­‐	   including	   the	  economic	   aspect	   of	   intervention	   on	   an	   equal	   level	   with	   the	   military	   would	   require	   a	  larger	  theoretical	  framework	  and	  a	  more	  complex	  analysis,	  which	  in	  turn	  would	  require	  more	  time	  to	  work	  with	  than	  what	  has	  been	  available	  to	  the	  group-­‐	  and	  perhaps	  more	  space	   in	   the	  project	   than	  was	  available	   too.	  But	   the	  primary	   reason	   is	   to	   focus	  on	   the	  political	  aspect	  of	  intervention,	  and	  the	  role	  it	  plays	  with	  regards	  to	  the	  use	  of	  military	  force.	  	  This	  thorough	  outline	  of	  the	  methods	  we	  will	  use	  to	  conduct	  our	  analysis,	  leads	  us	  to	  the	  next	  chapter,	  which	  is	  an	  outline	  of	  our	  theoretical	  approaches	  to	  the	  subject.	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3.	  Theoretical	  Approach	  	  As	   this	   project	   will	   be	   analysing	   a	   transformation	   of	   concepts	   such	   as	   power	   and	  sovereignty,	   different	  perspectives	  on	  how	   to	   view	   international	   relations	   and	  politics	  will	  be	   included.	  This	   is	  relevant	  when	  analysing	  and	  discussing	  changes	   in	  regards	   to	  the	   behaviour	   of	   states	   and	   the	   change	   of	   the	   political	  mentality,	   both	   nationally	   and	  internationally,	   that	   have	   developed	   in	   recent	   years.	   We	   will	   be	   looking	   at	   two	  theoretical	   traditions:	  Realism	  and	  constructivism,	  with	  a	   supplement	  of	   the	   ‘just	  war’	  theory.	  The	  realist	  view,	   together	  with	   the	  constructivist,	   can	  help	  us	  understand	  how	  politics	   and	  morality	   in	   various	   cases	   both	  work	   and	   do	   not	   work	   together.	   The	   two	  theoretical	  views	  are	  used	  in	  conjunction	  with	  each	  other	  with	  the	  purpose	  of	  showing	  how	  they	  view	  the	  world	  and	  the	  concepts	  mentioned	  above	  through	  their	  contrasts	  and	  similarities.	  The	  realist	  ideas	  will	  represent	  the	  more	  traditional	  ideas	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  role	   of	   the	   state	   and	   its	   ‘rational’	   behaviour	   in	   relation	   to	   interventionism	   and	   non-­‐interventionism.	   The	   constructivist	   approach	   will	   help	   us	   see	   a	   more	   normative	  approach:	  how	  things	  should	  or	  ought	  to	  be,	  and	  to	  explain	  how	  we	  can	  see	  the	  world	  with	   respect	   to	   human	   rights/security	   and	   UN	   policies	   as	   being	   socially	   constructed.	  This	   will	   provide	   our	   examination	   of	   the	   subject	   with	   a	   more	   varied	   picture	   to	   our	  historical	  tracing	  throughout	  the	  analysis.	  	  	  	  	  
3.1	  Sovereignty,	  Power	  and	  Politics	  	  When	  speaking	  of	  the	  concept	  of	  sovereignty	  in	  our	  project	  we	  have	  to	  first	  understand	  it	   in	   its	   original	   interpretation	   in	   realism.	   Realism	   has	   its	   grounds	   in	   a	   clear-­‐cut	  understanding	   of	   power	   and	   sovereignty,	   and	   is	   the	   oldest	   of	   traditions	   concerning	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international	  relations.	  The	  European	  philosopher	  and	  realist	  Jean	  Bodin	  was	  the	  first	  to	  make	  an	  extensive	  elaboration	  and	  theorise	  the	  concept	  in	  1577	  in	  his	  works	  concerning	  the	   state.	  His	   theory	   is	   often	   referred	   to	   as	  being	  one	  of	   the	  prototypes	  of	   its	  modern	  view.	  He	  argued	   that:	  “Sovereignty	  is	  the	  absolute	  and	  perpetual	  power…of	  commanding	  
in	  a	   state”	   (Jones,	   1947,	   p57)	   and	   furthermore:	   “(..)	   the	  power	  of	  giving	   laws	   to	  all	   the	  
people”(Jones,	  1947,	  p58).	  Bodin	  defined	  a	  state	  and	  sovereignty	  as	  a	  lawful	  government	  together	  with	   its	   supreme	   sovereignty	   and	   sovereignty	   being	   a	   right.	   Jean	   Bodin	   also	  defined	  sovereignty	  as	  being	  a	  supreme	  and	  absolute	  power,	  not	  subordinate	  to	  another	  state	  and	  equal	  of	  outsiders.	  The	  state	   is	  sovereign	  because	  its	  citizens	  have	  granted	  it	  this	  power	  in	  return	  for	  the	  provision	  of	  security.	  Providing	  citizens	  with	  security	  stems	  from	  Bodin	  being	  concerned	  with	  states	  going	  from	  state	  domination	  to	  state	  legitimacy.	  People	  obey	  not	  because	  they	  fear,	  but	  because	  their	  ruler	  is	  serving	  their	  needs.	  (Jones,	  1947).	  Nevertheless,	  for	  realists	  sovereignty	  is	  a	  right,	  whereas	  for	  constructivists,	  they	  also	  view	  sovereignty	  as	  the	  state	  providing	  security	  to	  its	  citizens,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  as	  firm	  a	  concept,	   it	   is	  more	  of	  a	  privilege	  earned	  and	  given	  by	  the	  people.	   It	   is	  a	  responsibility.	  The	   people	   of	   a	   state	  will	   accept	   giving	   up	   some	   of	   their	   freedom	   for	   the	   sake	   of	   the	  state-­‐	  but	   in	  return,	  they	  expect	   it	   to	   live	  up	  to	   its	  responsibility	  to	  protect	  them.	  They	  rely	   on	   its	   ability	   to	   protect	   them	   through	   its	   actions.	   Constructivists	   also	   agree	   that	  good	   governments	   should	   provide	   their	   citizens	  with	   security,	   but	   unlike	   the	   realists,	  they	  do	  not	   think	  that	   these	  responsibilities	  should	  be	   limited	  to	  a	  state’s	  own	  people.	  States	  should	  also	  be	  willing	  to	  help	  foreign	  populations	  beyond	  their	  own	  borders.	  This	  is	   a	   defining	   difference	   between	   the	   two	   schools	   that	   will	   be	   touched	   on	   later	   in	   the	  analysis.	   It	   is	   the	   reason	   why	   realists	   traditionally	   are	   opposed	   to	   humanitarian	  intervention,	  while	  constructivists	  would	  argue	  that	  it	  could	  be	  necessary	  at	  times.	  	  The	  constructivists	  see	  that	  if	  the	  state	  does	  not	  live	  up	  to	  its	  obligations,	  it	  can	  lose	  this	  right.	  As	   stated	  by	  Adler	  and	  Bernstein:	   “Authority	  must	  rest	  on	  legitimacy”	   (Adler	  and	  Bernstein	   in	   Barnett	   and	   Duvall,	   2005,	   p.	   302),	   in	   their	   understanding	   of	   power	   and	  knowledge,	  as	  authority	  and	  legitimacy	  are	  concepts	  we	  should	  understand	  in	  a	  specific	  constructed	  sense.	  To	  extend	  this	  understanding	  for	  constructivists,	  reality	  is	  something	  constructed	   in	   social	   relations	   and	   in	   its	   cultural	   and	   historical	   settings.	   The	  constructivists	  are	  concerned	  with	  how	  reality	  is	  made	  into	  a	  reality	  through	  language.	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The	  world	  is	  constructed	  by	  interactions	  with	  other	  people	  and	  through	  language.	  Social	  phenomena	  are	  thus	  constantly	  changed	  by	  social	  interaction	  and	  interference	  of	  social	  actors,	  and	  consist	  of	  i.e.	  language	  and	  social	  interaction.	  Whatever	  seems	  to	  be	  regarded,	  as	   being	   real,	   is	   only	   real	   because	   we	   think	   and	   make	   it	   real.	   Reality	   is	   thereby	  constructed.	  Constructivism	  focuses	  on	  the	  missing	  dimension	  to	  the	   ‘structure	  /agent’	  debate	   in	   global	   politics.	   It	   is	   always	  moving	   and	   on	   the	   contrary	   to	   realism	   it	   is	   not	  static.	  It	  has	  a	  focus	  on	  the	  idea	  that	  changing	  perceptions	  seem	  more	  ‘natural’	  than	  the	  realist	  ‘truths’.	  	  
	  When	   looking	   at	   the	   concept	   of	   power	   in	   a	   realist	   perspective	   we	   look	   at	   neorealist	  Robert	   Mearsheimer’s1	  understanding	   of	   it	   in	   relation	   to	   sovereignty.	   He	   argued	   that	  states	  seek	  power	  as	  a	  motive	  for	  survival.	  It	  is	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  international	  system	  that	   causes	   great	   powers	   to	   act	   offensively	   and	   seek	   hegemony,	   furthermore	   great	  powers	  want	   hegemony	   and	   constantly	   seek	   power	   over	   rivals.	   States	   have	   reason	   to	  think	  aggressively.	  As	  he	  suggests,	  the	  international	  system	  is	  anarchic	  and	  great	  powers	  are	  potentially	  dangerous	  due	  to	  their	  military	  defence	  force.	  A	  good	  offence	  is	  seen	  as	  a	  good	  defence,	  since	  the	  greater	  a	  nation’s	  military	  forces	  are,	  the	  less	  likely	  it	  will	  be	  that	  other	   states	   will	   attack.	   He	   believes	   that:	   “states	   can	   never	   be	   certain	   of	   other	   states’	  
intentions”	   ”(Mearsheimer,	   2002,	   p.	   31).	   	   	   Mearsheimer	   is	   not	   saying	   that	   these	  assumptions	  make	   the	   rule	   of	   creating	   aggressive	   behaviour,	   but	  merely	   that	   this	   is	   a	  great	   possibility.	   Furthermore,	   great	   powers	   think	   and	   act	   offensively,	   as	   he	   suggests:	  
“(..)the	   pursuit	   of	   power	   stops	   only	  when	  hegemony	   is	   achieved”(Mearsheimer,	   2002,	   p.	  31).	  	  But	  there	  are	  limits	  to	  Hegemony	  as	  it	  defines	  one	  that	  dominates	  all	  others	  and	  the	  entire	  world.	  Mearsheimer	  though	  distinguishes	  between	  global	  hegemons	  and	  regional	  hegemons.	  The	  U.S.	   is	  one	  of	   the	  most	  powerful	  states	   in	  the	  world,	  but	   is	  not	  a	  global	  hegemon	  since	  it	  does	  not	  dominate	  Europe	  or	  North	  East	  Asia.	  It	  is	  a	  regional	  hegemon	  of	   the	  Western	   hemisphere.	   In	   order	   to	   uphold	   status	   quo,	  Mearsheimer	   suggests	   the	  best	   outcome	   for	   a	   state	   is	   to	   achieve	   regional	   hegemony,	   as	   there	   can	   be	   no	   global	  hegemon.	  Mearsheimer’s	  main	  focus	  is	  the	  assumption	  that	  the	  primary	  goal	  for	  all	  great	  nations	  is	  survival.	  States	  can	  cooperate,	  but	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  achieve	  and	  sustain	  alliances.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Classical	  realists	  such	  as	  Hans	  Morgenthau	  emphasised	  the	  power	  struggle	  and	  egoism	  as	  being	  incorporated	  in	  human	  nature,	  while	  neo	  realists	  such	  as	  Mearsheimer	  emphasise	  anarchy	  (Wendt,	  1992)	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So	   for	  realists	   the	  power	  aspect	   is	  of	  great	   importance	   in	   terms	  of	  military	  means	  and	  with	   respect	   to	   the	   importance	   of	   balancing	   power.	   (Mearsheimer,	   2002)	  These	   ideas	  are	  the	  belief	  that	  the	  state	  has	  to	  provide	  for	  its	  own	  security	  and	  should	  not	  depend	  on	  international	  cooperation,	  which	  are	  views	  constructivists	  such	  as	  Alexander	  Wendt	  has	  debated	  and	  challenged	  realist	  ideas.	  As	  mentioned,	  constructivists	  see	  reality	  as	  being	  socially	  constructed	  through	  language	  and	   interaction,	  as	   to	  why	   international	   relations	  also	  should	  be	  seen	   in	   this	  way.	  The	  constructivists	  focus	  on	  states’	  actions	  rather	  than	  the	  state	  being	  part	  of	   international	  anarchy:	   state	   actions	   depend	   on	   their	   identities	   and	   interests,	   which	   are	   changing.	  Instead	  of	  focusing	  on	  the	  nature	  and	  structure	  of	  the	  anarchic	  system,	  as	  the	  realists	  do,	  they	   focus	   on	   how	   practices	   work	   within	   this	   system	   and	   how	   they	   are	   socially	  constructed	  in	  ongoing	  processes.	  Wendt	  criticises	  the	  neorealists	  in	  their	  focus	  on	  the	  material	  structure	  of	   the	  system	  as	  constructivists	  emphasise	   the	   individuals	   in	   taking	  part	  in	  the	  shaping	  of	  systems	  and	  structures,	  whereas	  the	  realists	  think	  this	  is	  a	  naive	  approach,	  as	  the	  state	  is	  the	  only	  important	  actor.	  States	  can	  maximise	  their	  security	  by	  entering	  into	  cooperation.	  (Wendt,	  1992)	  This	  last	  thought	  will	  be	  elaborated	  on	  in	  the	  next	  section.	  	  	  
3.2	  Approach	  to	  International	  Cooperation	  	  
	  When	  speaking	  of	  entering	  into	  global	  cooperation	  and	  international	  organisations,	  the	  two	  theoretical	  views	  also	  differ	   in	  their	   interpretation	  of	   the	  role	  of	   the	  state.	  For	  the	  realists,	   the	   state	   is	   the	   principal	   actor	   and	   being	   sovereign	   entails	   the	   ability	   to	   act	  autonomously	  and	  seeing	  all	  other	  international	  obligations	  as	  being	  subordinate	  to	  the	  interests	  of	   the	  nation.	  The	  neorealists	  view	  the	   international	  political	  regime	  as	  being	  anarchic,	  such	  as	  mentioned	  by	  Mearsheimer.	  They	  also	  see	  entering	  into	  this	  system	  as	  being	   a	   mere	   pursuit	   of	   national	   security	   and	   a	   balance	   of	   power	   between	   states	   to	  ensure	  stability.	  Working	   through	   international	  organisations	   is	  only	   for	   the	  benefit	  of	  national	  interests	  and	  a	  means	  to	  get	  ones	  own	  policies	  carried	  out.	  They	  acknowledge	  the	  clear	  definition	  of	  power	  as	  being	  central,	  while	  seeking	  to	  explain	  the	  structure	  of	  the	   international	   system,	   rather	   than	  explaining	   its	   objectives	   (Mearsheimer,	   2002).	  A	  realist	  tendency	  is	  to	  view	  international	  law	  as	  not	  being	  proper	  since	  states	  act	  as	  judge	  
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   24	  
and	   jury	   in	   their	   own	   courts	   and	   therefore	   international	   law	   lacks	   the	   authority	   to	  enforce	  binding	  obligations	  (Wheeler,	  2000).	  	  As	   for	   the	   UN	   system,	   the	   Charter	   has	   its	   concepts	   rooted	   in	   realism	   in	   regards	   to	  sovereignty,	   whereas	   more	   recently	   it	   has	   taken	   a	   more	   constructivist	   approach	   in	  adopting	  the	  R2P	  resolution.	  	  	  The	   constructivists	   Adler	   and	   Bernstein	   are	   taking	   a	   normative	   approach	   to	   global	  governance	   in	   viewing	   it	   as	   being	   moral	   and	   good.	   Global	   governance	   is	   seen	   as	   a	  constructed	   idea	   rooted	   in	   power	   and	   institutions	   as	   a	   product	   of	   our	   social	   reality.	  Firstly	  they	  argue	  that	  power	  depends	  on	  knowledge.	  This	  manifests	  itself	  in	  the	  way	  in	  which	   power	   produces	   capacity	   that	   follows	  with	   the	   formation	   of	   institutions,	  which	  are	  necessary	  for	  global	  governance.	  Furthermore	  they	  argue	  that	  material	  capabilities	  and	  knowledge	  are	  necessary	  for	  moral	  and	  legitimate	  governance.	  Power	  is	  understood	  as	  an	  attribute	  of	  agents	  who	  can	  then	  shape	  the	  actions	  of	  others	  and	  affect	  what	  can	  be	  defined	   as	   valid	   knowledge.	   Social	   interaction	   determines	   what	   is	   being	   defined	   as	  legitimate	   power,	   authority,	   and	   validity.	   Furthermore:	   “People	   (…)	   actively	   seek	   new	  
ways	   of	   understanding	   the	   world;	   thus	   their	   capacity	   to	   adapt	   and	   their	   willingness	   to	  
learn	  and	  to	  change”(Adler	  and	  Bernstein	  in	  Barnett	  &	  Duvall,	  2005,	  p.297).	  	  
3.3	  Just	  war	  and	  criteria	  for	  intervention	  
	  To	   begin	   this	   next	   section	   we	   will	   look	   at	   ‘just	   war’	   theories	   with	   regards	   to	   Jus	   Ad	  Bellum	  (right	  to	  war)	  and	  the	  principles	  and	  requirements	  revolving	  around	  the	  theory	  recognising	  that	  war	  is	  occasionally	   justifiable.	  The	  justice	  of	  war	  principles	  originated	  with	   the	   ideas	  of	  Hugo	  Grotius2,	  whereas	   the	  minimum	  criteria	   for	  going	   to	  war,	  have	  been	   set	   up	   by	   the	  more	   contemporary	   constructivist	   Nicholas	  Wheeler,	   whose	   ideas	  will	  be	  further	  elaborated	  upon	  in	  the	  next	  section.	  	  	  Hugo	  Grotius	  outlined	  principles	  regarding	  ‘just	  war’	  in	  the	  early	  17th	  century.	  In	  regards	  to	   anticipatory	   war,	   Grotius	   stated	   that	   for	   self-­‐defence	   to	   be	   lawful	   it	   has	   to	   be	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  A	  Dutch	  lawyer	  in	  the	  early	  17th	  Century	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necessary.	  There	  has	  to	  be	  a	  certainty	  of	  the	  enemy's	  intention,	  as	  the	  certainty	  becomes	  crucial	  in	  regards	  to	  morality.	  The	  killing	  of	  soldiers	  has	  to	  be	  justified	  with	  the	  danger	  they	   represent	   to	   a	   state’s	   own	   people.	   Furthermore,	   Grotius	   emphasised	   a	   problem	  with	  equity	  in	  regards	  to	  ‘war	  of	  anticipation’,	  when	  claiming	  a	  right	  to	  exercise	  power	  over	  another	  state,	  while	  not	  wanting	  that	  state	  to	  exercise	  the	  same	  power	  upon	  you.	  The	  ‘just	  war’	  is	  for	  self-­‐defence	  or	  to	  deter	  threats	  of	  aggression.	  But	  if	  a	  state	  has	  a	  just	  
cause	   this	   is	  not	  enough	   to	   initiate	  an	  attack,	  as	  war	  should	  be	   the	  very	   last	  resort.	  He	  furthermore	   emphasises	   the	  principle	   of	   proportionality	   in	   the	   costs	   of	  war;	   that	   they	  must	  be	  proportional	  to	  the	  object	  sought	  by	  the	  means	  of	  war.	  The	  costs	  of	  war	  should	  be	  calculated	  carefully.	  A	  state	  that	  goes	  to	  war	  on	  a	   just	  cause	   is	  according	  to	  Grotius	  acting	  as	  a	  judge,	  enforcing	  law	  (Christopher,	  2004).	  To	   continue	   in	   line	   with	   the	   ‘just	   war’	   theory	   we	   can	   look	   at	   the	   criteria	   set	   up	   by	  Nicholas	   Wheeler	   in	   his	   book	   ‘Saving	   Strangers’	   based	   on	   his	   critical	   view	   on	  humanitarian	   intervention.	   Where	   he	   emphasises	   some	   of	   the	   same	   reflections	   as	  Grotius.	  	  Wheeler	  is	  concerned	  with	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  humanitarian	  intervention	  has	  become	  a	  legitimate	  practice.	  He	  distinguishes	  it	  from	  the	  UN	  Charter	  concept	  of	  use	  of	  force:	  “All	  
Members	   shall	   refrain	   in	   their	   international	   relations	   from	   the	   threat	   or	   use	   of	   force	  
against	   the	   territorial	   integrity	   or	   political	   independence	   of	   any	   state,	   or	   in	   any	   other	  
manner	   inconsistent	  with	  the	  Purposes	  of	  the	  United	  Nations.”	   (UN	   charter,	   Ch.1,	  Article	  2(4)).	  As	  he	  points	  to	  this	  concept	  being	  widely	  accepted	  during	  the	  cold	  war	  and	  that	  using	  force	  to	  save	  victims	  of	  human	  rights	  abuses	  would	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  huge	  violation	  of	  this.	  He	  seeks	  to	  examine	  the	  legitimacy	  in	  various	  cases	  as	  he	  states:	  “What	  is	  important,	  
then,	   is	   to	  distinguish	  between	  power	  that	   is	  based	  on	  relations	  of	  domination	  and	   force,	  
and	  power	  that	  is	  legitimate.”	   	  And	   that:	   “(...)	  intervention	  have	  to	  satisfy	  certain	  tests	  to	  
account	   as	   humanitarian”	   (Wheeler,	   2000,	   p.	   33).	   These	   tests	   serve	   the	   purpose	   of	  establishing	  a	  common	  reference	  in	  which	  argumentation	  can	  take	  place.	  He	  sets	  up	  four	  minimum	   requirements,	  which	   have	   	   to	   be	  met	   before	   intervening,	   deriving	   from	   the	  ‘just	  war’	  tradition:	  1) Just	  cause.	  There	  has	  to	  be	  a	  supreme	  humanitarian	  emergency.	  2) The	  use	  of	  force	  as	  a	  last	  resort.	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3) The	  requirements	  of	  proportionality	  principle	  (mentioned	  above)	  4) High	  probability	  that	  using	  force	  will	  achieve	  a	  positive	  outcome.	  (Wheeler,	  2000,	  p.	  34-­‐35)	  To	  the	  first	  point	  he	  adds	  that	  a	  just	  cause	  is	  when	  the	  only	  hope	  of	  saving	  lives	  depends	  on	  rescue	  from	  outside	  and	  furthermore	  it	  should	  be	  so	  shocking	  to	  human	  kind	  that	  it	  shakes	  the	  moral	  conscience.	  It	  is	  therefore	  clear	  that	  Wheeler	  also	  emphasises	  the	  use	  of	  force	  as	  last	  resort.	  Regarding	  the	  proportionality	  principle	  it	  draws	  on	  the	  principle	  by	  Grotius,	  and	  he	  adds	  there	  has	  to	  be	  a	  balance	  between	  the	  eventual	  use	  of	  force	  and	  the	  human	  rights	  violation	  in	  question.	  These	  minimum	  requirements	  will	  be	  sought	  to	  be	  used	  to	  our	  chosen	  cases	  in	  the	  analysis	  to	  test	  if	  they	  could	  actually	  be	  referred	  to	  as	  humanitarian,	  and	  whether	  there	  is	  a	  need	  for	  humanitarian	  intervention	  in	  each	  case,	  but	  also	  to	  establish	  the	  argumentation	  as	  intended	  by	  Wheeler.	  	  Taking	  a	  realist	  perspective	  on	  the	  ‘just	  war’	  principles,	  they	  would	  be	  very	  sceptic	  as	  to	  combine	  moral	  and	  justice	  with	  politics	  and	  war,	  as	  war	  should	  only	  be	  resorted	  to	  if	  it	  was	   in	   the	  nation’s	  self-­‐interests.	   	  As	   for	   justifying	  an	  action,	   this	  would	   for	   the	  realist	  not	  be	  necessary	  as	  international	  law	  and	  obligations	  come	  second	  to	  national	  interests.	  Rather	   the	   state	   should,	   as	  mentioned	   further	   above,	   focus	  on	   its	   own	   security.	   States	  cannot	  act	  morally	  unless	  acting	  morally	  will	  benefit	  this	  self-­‐interest.	  
	  The	  theoretical	  views	  on	  the	  subject	  outlined	  in	  this	  chapter	  will	  be	  used	  to	  support	  our	  arguments	   and	  help	   form	   the	   ideas	  we	  put	   forth	   in	   our	   analytic	   chapter,	  which	   is	   the	  next	  part	  of	  this	  project.	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4.	  Analysis	  	  
STEP	  1	  
	  
4.1	  Somalia	  	  The	   first	   case	  we	   are	   looking	   into	   is	   Somalia	   in	   1992,	  when	   the	   civil	  war	   had	   left	   the	  country	  with	  mass	  killings,	  deep	  starvation,	  ruins	  and	  disease,	  which	  had	  afflicted	  much	  of	  the	  population,	  leading	  to	  a	  United	  Nations	  Operation	  in	  Somalia	  (Laitin,	  2001)	  to	  help	  provide	  emergency	  humanitarian	  aid	  and	  help	  monitor	  a	  cease-­‐fire.	  Because	  the	  cease-­‐fire	   did	   not	   last	   and	   the	   fighting	   continued,	   more	   and	   more	   people	   starved,	   became	  infected	  and	  died.	  The	  horrors	  of	   the	  war	  were	  broadcasted	   through	   the	   international	  media	  and	  got	  widespread	  international	  attention.	  This	  great	  international	  attention	  led	  U.S.	  President	  George	  H.	  W.	  Bush	  to	  assign	  troops	   to	   lead	  a	  UN	  military	  mission	  called	  ‘Restore	  Hope’.	  This	  was	  presented	  as	  an	  operation	  with	  the	  intent	  of	  restoring	  order	  so	  that	  further	  human	  tragedy	  could	  be	  avoided.	  As	  will	  be	  argued	  in	  a	  moment	  though,	  this	  does	  not	  necessarily	  mean	  that	  saving	  the	  Somalis	  was	  the	  only	  objective	  the	  U.S.	  and	  its	  president	  had	  in	  mind	  when	  deciding	  to	  intervene.	  The	  conditions	  of	  global	  politics	  the	  intervention	  took	  place	  under,	  also	  had	  an	  important	  role	  to	  play.	  The	  U.S.	  went	  in	  with	  28.000	   troops,	   seemingly	   taking	   on	   its	   responsibility	   as	   a	   great	   power-­‐	   with	   all	   its	  burdens	  and	  benefits.	  This	  decision	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  USSR’s	  fall	  just	  a	  few	  years	  before.	  The	  U.S.	  needed	  to	  “reinvent”	  itself	  so	  to	  speak,	  now	  that	  its	  former	  ‘enemy’	  had	  disappeared	  from	  the	  global	  stage.	  It	  also	  needed	  to	  show	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  world	  that	  it	  was	  now	   the	  only	   superpower	   left	   in	   the	  world.	   Somalia	   therefore	  also	  provided	  an	  opportunity	   for	  the	  U.S.	   to	  show	  off	   the	  power	  of	   its	  military.	  Being	  a	  great	  power	  and	  player	  in	  the	  UN,	  it	  would	  only	  be	  natural	  for	  the	  international	  community	  to	  expect	  the	  U.S.	  to	  try	  and	  stop	  the	  human	  disaster-­‐	  however,	  the	  mission	  ended	  up	  being	  a	  complete	  disaster	  for	  the	  Americans,	  and	  left	  several	  U.S.	  soldiers	  killed	  and	  wounded.	  Photos	  of	  desecrated	  bodies	  were	  broadcasted	  to	  the	  Americans,	  and	  Henry	  A.	  Kissinger,	  a	  realist	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scholar,	   wrote	   that:	   “no	   other	   nation	   except	   the	   United	   States	   had	   ever	   asserted	   that	  
humane	   concerns	   matter	   so	   much	   that	   not	   only	   treasure	   but	   lives	   must	   be	   risked	   to	  
vindicate	   them.”	   (The	  New	  York	   Times,	   15th	   August	   2008).	   This	   attitude	   expressed	   by	  Kissinger	  in	  the	  above	  left	  the	  Americans	  with	  a	  feeling	  of	  failure	  and	  sorrow,	  and	  in	  a	  response	  to	  this	  President	  Bill	  Clinton	  in	  his	  speech	  just	  after	  the	  mission,	  said	  that:	  “We	  
have	   to	   remember	  why	  we	  went	   in	   the	   first	   place.	  We	  went	   in,	   because	   only	   the	   United	  
States	  could	  help	  stop	  one	  of	   the	  great	  human	  tragedies	  of	   this	   time”	  (Clinton,	  1993),	   he	  added	  that	  they	  would	  call	  the	  troops	  back	  home.	  This	  was	  also	  the	  end	  of	  military	  police	  in	  the	  Somali	  civil	  war	  (Laitin,	  2001,	  p.	  3).	  The	  comments	  of	  both	  Kissinger	  and	  Clinton	  reveal	   quite	   a	   bit	   about	   how	   the	   Americans	   viewed	   their	   own	   role.	   While	   there	   is	  certainly	  an	  element	  of	  discussing	  humanitarian	  concerns,	  the	  thing	  that	  both	  implicitly	  underline	   is	   the	   power	   of	   the	   U.S.	   This,	   as	   mentioned,	   makes	   the	   U.S.’	   motives	   for	  intervening	   more	   questionable,	   and	   the	   same	   can	   be	   said	   regarding	   what	   kind	   of	  mentality	  the	  Americans	  went	  in	  with.	  	  	  But	  was	   Somalia	   a	   good	   and	   legitimate	   case	   for	   intervention?	   If	  we	   look	   at	  Wheeler’s	  four	   requirements	   for	   intervening,	   the	   first	   requirement	   was	   certainly	   being	   met.	  Somalia	  was	   indeed	  a	  “supreme	  humanitarian	  emergency”.	  With	  the	  conflict	  escalating	  and	  getting	  worse	  every	  day,	  and	  the	   local	  warlords	  seemingly	   lacking	  the	  will	   to	  stop	  the	  growing	  disaster,	  the	  second	  requirement	  would	  also	  seem	  to	  be	  fulfilled.	  The	  same	  argument	  can	  be	  made	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  third.	  And	  finally,	  it	  was	  definitely	  possible	  that	  intervening	  could	  potentially	  restore	  some	  form	  of	  order	  to	  the	  country.	  The	  question	  is	  whether	   long-­‐term	  peace	  and	  stability	  would	  be	  possible	  afterwards.	  The	  expectations	  about	  what	   comes	   after	   an	   intervention	   are	   a	   very	   important	   part	   in	   the	  process	   that	  leads	  to	  the	  actual	  operation	  itself.	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  had	  the	  following	  to	  say	  on	  the	  matter	  when	  speaking	  about	  the	  general	  criteria	  for	  intervention:	  	  
	  
“I	  don't	  know...	  Well	  actually	  one	  of	  the	  criteria	  that	  we	  often	  use	  is	  this	  reasonable	  hope	  of	  
success	  that	  you	  need,	  you	  can't	  go	  in	  somewhere	  and	  assume..	  Or	  have	  some	  sense	  a	  good	  
preconception	   of	   what	   the	   conflict	   is	   about-­‐	   what	   civilians	   eh	   what	   the	   particularly	  
problems	  of	  civilians	  are	  (..)	  the	  geography	  (..)	  the	  country	  you	  have	  a	  prior	  knowledge	  of	  
the	  country…”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  	  The	  problem	  that	  is	  outlined	  here	  would	  not	  only	  prove	  to	  be	  disastrous	  for	  the	  U.S.	  in	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Somalia,	  but	  also	  in	  Afghanistan	  in	  particular,	  and	  in	  Iraq.	  But	  if	  we	  return	  to	  Wheeler’s	  requirements,	   Somalia	   would	   seem	   to	  meet	   the	   conditions	   that	   call	   for	   humanitarian	  intervention.	  As	   far	  as	   just-­‐war	   theory	   is	   concerned,	   the	   legitimacy	  of	  Somalia	   is	  more	  questionable	  though.	  There	  was	  no	  immediate	  threat	  to-­‐	  or	  acts	  of	  aggression	  towards-­‐	  the	  U.S.	  or	  any	  of	  its	  allies,	  so	  self-­‐defence	  cannot	  be	  used	  as	  a	  justification.	  But	  what	  do	  realism	   and	   constructivism	   have	   to	   say?	   Was	   Somalia	   truly	   an	   act	   of	   selfless	  humanitarianism?	  Was	  it	  right	  or	  prudent	  to	  intervene?	  	  From	  a	   constructivist	  point	  of	   view,	   Somalia	  was	  a	  perfect	   and	   important	  opportunity	  for	  reinforcing	  the	  human-­‐rights	  regime	  after	  the	  fall	  of	  the	  USSR.	  This	  time,	  the	  needs	  of	  individuals	   would	   outweigh	   the	   classic	   principles	   of	   sovereignty	   and	   non-­‐interventionism.	  Also,	  since	  the	  cold	  war	  had	  now	  ended,	  there	  was	  no	  longer	  the	  same	  fear	   of	   a	   single	   war	   triggering	   a	   global	   disaster.	   Based	   on	   this,	   ideally,	   the	   American	  response	   should	   be	   a	   sign	   of	   true	   humanitarianism,	   and	   intervening	   was	   certainly	  warranted.	  As	  discussed	  in	  the	  above	  however,	   the	  potential	   to	  use	  the	  conflict	   for	  the	  U.S.’	   own	   purposes	   makes	   the	   “true”	   humanitarian	   aspect	   of	   the	   intervention	   quite	  uncertain	  though.	  That	  is	  also	  the	  basis	  for	  the	  scepticism	  of	  the	  realist	  point	  of	  view	  on	  the	  conflict.	  In	  outlining	  this	  case	  we	  saw	  the	  U.S.	  going	  into	  Somalia	  with	  a	  great	  amount	  of	   troops	   for	   a	   supposedly	   humanitarian	   purpose,	   but	   from	   a	   realist	   perspective	   this	  intervention	   could	   only	   have	   been	   carried	   out	   with	   the	   intention	   to	   gain	   some	  international	  ‘respect’.	  By	  this	  it	  is	  meant	  that	  Somalia	  was	  primarily	  a	  demonstration	  of	  power,	  despite	  having	  emerged	  from	  a	  more	  moral	  starting	  point.	  The	  words	  chosen	  by	  Bill	   Clinton	   illustrate	   this	   point	   quite	   well.	   “Only”	   the	   U.S.	   could	   have	   done	   this.	   The	  attitude	   expressed	   by	   Bill	   Clinton	   is	   both	   the	   one	   of	  moral	   goodness,	   but	   also	   that	   of	  realists:	  the	  U.S.	  is	  the	  only	  state	  with	  the	  military	  capabilities	  necessary	  to	  take	  on	  this	  task.	  It	  is	  a	  clear	  expression	  of	  how	  the	  U.S.	  viewed	  its	  own	  role	  in	  the	  new	  post-­‐cold	  war	  world.	  Another	  hint	  of	  realism	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  decision	  to	  withdraw	  the	  troops	  after	  they	  had	   taken	   several	   casualties.	  The	  price	  paid	  was	   too	  high	  and	  not	   in	   the	  nation’s	  interest,	   which,	   as	   expressed	   by	   Kissinger,	   should	   come	   before	   any	   humanitarian	  interests.	   So	   from	   a	   realist	   point	   of	   view,	   the	   level	   of	   “true”	   humanitarianism	   in	   this	  intervention	  is	  questionable.	  After	  the	  tragedy	  in	  Somalia,	  the	  Presidential	  Decision	  Directive	  25	  (PDD	  25)	  was	  issued	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on	  March	  31,	  1994.	  Which	  entailed	  that	  the	  United	  States	  was	  not	  to	  dispatch	  its	  forces	  anywhere	   except	   for	   reasons	   of	   the	   gravest	   national	   interest.	   A	   clear-­‐cut	   realist	  mentality,	  and	  one	  that	  would	  have	  a	  major	  impact	  on	  the	  next	  tragic	  conflict	  in	  Africa:	  the	  genocide	  in	  Rwanda.	  
	  
4.2	  Rwanda	  	  The	   timing	   of	   PDD	   25	   came	   to	   be	   crucial	   as	   it	   came	   just	   a	  week	   before	   the	   genocide	  began	   in	  Rwanda.	  The	  genocide	  broke	  out	  as	  a	   result	  of	   two	  ethnic	  groups’	  dispute	   in	  Rwanda;	  the	  Hutus	  and	  the	  Tutsis.	  This	  became	  a	  massive	  human	  disaster	  as	   in	  only	  a	  few	   months	   an	   estimated	   800,000	   Rwandans	   were	   brutally	   killed	   (BBC	   News,	   18th	  December	  2008).	  All	   of	   this	   happened	   while	   the	   rest	   of	   the	   world,	   and	   the	   international	   community,	  watched	  passively.	  It	  was	  such	  an	  unbearable	  disaster	  that	  happened-­‐	  and	  especially	  the	  fact	  that	  no	  one	  intervened.	  This	  is	  why	  this	  conflict	  becomes	  important	  for	  our	  analysis,	  as	   it	   was	   a	   defining	   moment	   and	   turning	   point	   for	   the	   general	   mentality	   towards	  interventions	  and	  human	  rights.	  Although	  no	  one	  did	  intervene,	   it	   is	  still	   interesting	  to	  apply	  Wheeler’s	  requirements	  to	  the	  situation.	  The	  first	  requirement	  was	  definitely	  met.	  If	  genocide	  does	  not	  qualify	  as	  a	  “supreme	  humanitarian	  emergency”,	  nothing	  does.	  With	  the	  Hutu	  factions	  being	  unwilling	  to	  negotiate	  with	  anyone	  (and	  having	  threatened	  the	  UN	  personnel	  in	  the	  country)	  the	  use	  of	  force	  did	  seem	  to	  be	  the	  only	  remaining	  option,	  fulfilling	  the	  second	  requirement.	  And	  the	  scale	  of	  the	  genocide	  would	  certainly	  fulfil	  the	  third	  as	  well.	  	  The	   fourth	   requirement	   is	   somewhat	   trickier.	   If	   the	   “desired	   humanitarian	   outcome”	  consisted	  simply	  of	  stopping	  the	  genocide,	  then	  yes,	  this	  requirement	  would	  have	  been	  met	  as	  well.	  But	  as	  always	  in	  this	  kind	  of	  conflict,	  the	  real	  question	  is	  whether	  a	  stable	  peace	  would	  have	  ensued-­‐	  as	  discussed	  before	  with	  regards	  to	  Annika’s	  comments.	  With	  the	   conflict	   being	   based	   on	   ethnic	   differences	   and	   a	   sizeable	   portion	   of	   the	   Hutu	  population	   actively	   participating	   in	   the	   killings,	   peace	   would	   not	   necessarily	   follow.	  Other	   than	   this	   though,	   Rwanda	   was	   an	   obvious	   choice	   for	   intervention	   based	   on	  Wheeler’s	  requirements.	  So	  why	  did	  no	  one	  intervene	  in	  Rwanda?	  The	  answer	  actually	  does	  not	  vary	  that	  much	  depending	  on	  whether	  realism	  or	  constructivism	  is	  asked.	  With	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the	  loss	  of	  soldiers	  in	  Somalia,	  the	  U.S.	  with	  its	  PDD	  25-­‐	  together	  with	  the	  UN,	  chose	  not	  to	  act.	  	  	  From	  a	  realist	  perspective	  this	  was	  the	  ‘right’	  thing	  to	  do	  at	  the	  moment	  as	  the	  costs	  and	  lives	  of	  soldiers,	  as	  outlined	  by	  Kissinger,	  should	  not	  be	  suffered	  for	  mere	  humanitarian	  purposes.	  Rwanda	  was	  not	  a	  strategically	  important	  country	  for	  any	  of	  the	  major	  actors	  in	  the	  UN	  at	  the	  time-­‐	  and	  perhaps	  most	  importantly,	  for	  the	  U.S-­‐	  meaning	  that	  there	  was	  no	   logical	   or	   legitimate	   reason	   to	   intervene	  based	  on	   the	   classic	  principles	   of	   realism.	  But	   the	   feeling	  after	  not	   intervening	   in	  Rwanda	  was	  generally	   that	  of	   regret.	  To	   touch	  upon	   this	  much	  more	   constructivist	   sentiment,	  we	   asked	   the	   scholars	   Frederik	  Rosén	  and	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  how	  not	  intervening	  at	  the	  time	  affected-­‐	  and	  since	  has	  affected-­‐	   intervention	   and	   how	   and	   when	   the	   international	   community	   acts.	   To	   this	  Frederik	  answered	  that:	  “Well	  it	  has	  affected	  it	  a	  great	  deal	  because..	  It	  has	  stimulated	  the	  
discussion	  of	  what	   the	   responsibility	  of	   the	   international	   community	   is	  and	   to	  where	   the	  
responsibility	  goes.	  So	  it	  has	  had	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  significance.	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated),	  Annika	  supported	   this	   idea	  as	  she	  answered:	   “well	  there	  is	  a	  lot	  of	  shame	  I	  
think	  involved	  in	  not	  being	  able	  to	  prevent	  almost	  a	  million	  Rwandans	  being	  brutally	  killed,	  
I	   heard	   some	   figures	   of	   how	  many	  women	   have	   been	   raped	   you	  might	   correct	  me	   but	   I	  
think	  something	  like	  maybe	  400.000	  women	  or	  so	  where	  raped	  in	  the	  conflict	  it	  is	  just	  the	  
sort	  of	  a	  atrocity	  that	  makes	  you	  feel	  sick	  just	  thinking	  of	  it.”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  They	   are	   emphasising	   the	   feelings	   and	   the	   debate	   that	   came	   afterwards	   as	   to	   the	  responsibility	   of	   the	   international	   community	   in	   that	   disaster-­‐	   and	   in	   future	   crises,	  which	  is	  a	  debate	  that	  has	  been	  on-­‐going	  since	  then	  and	  takes	  new	  measures	  with	  new	  experiences	   and	   events.	   And	   not	   only	   to	   what	   the	   international	   community’s	  responsibility	   is	   for	   the	  humanitarian	   sake,	  but	   also	   regarding	  what	   can	  be	  defined	  as	  being	  a	  legal	  intervention.	  It	  was	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  genocide	  that	  led	  to	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  International	  Commission	  on	  Intervention	  and	  State	  Sovereignty	  (ICISS),	  so	  Frederik	  and	  Annika	  are	  certainly	  not	  overestimating	  the	  significance	  of	  Rwanda.	  It	  made	  states	  question	   just	  when	   it	   is	  necessary	  and	   legitimate	   to	   intervene.	  From	  the	  constructivist	  point	   of	   view,	   Rwanda	   would	   definitely	   have	   been	   a	   legitimate	   intervention.	  Why	   an	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intervention	   was	   not	   undertaken	   is	   a	   good	   question.	   Like	   the	   realists,	   constructivists	  would	  probably	  also	  put	  part	  of	  the	  blame	  on	  PDD	  25.	  And	  like	  realists,	  they	  would	  also	  blame	   Rwanda’s	   lack	   of	   strategic,	   economic	   or	   political	   interest	   to	   the	   U.S.	   and	   other	  states.	   The	  difference	  between	   the	   constructivists	   and	   realists	   is	   only	   that	   the	   realists	  view	  these	  reasons	  as	  legitimate	  for	  not	  intervening-­‐	  whereas	  the	  constructivists	  would	  say	  the	  exact	  opposite.	  The	  debate	  about	  intervention	  soon	  got	  a	  new	  topic	  to	  discuss	  though,	  as	  war	  broke	  out	  in	  Kosovo-­‐	  this	  time	  resulting	  in	  military	  action.	  	  	  	  	  
4.3	  Kosovo	  	  In	   1999	   the	  North	  Atlantic	   Treaty	  Organisation	   (NATO)	   alliance	   countries	   resorted	   to	  the	  use	  of	   force	  against	   the	  Federal	  Republic	  of	  Yugoslavia	  by	   initiative	  of	   the	  U.S.	  and	  United	  Kingdom	  (UK).	  They	  went	  against	  international	  law,	  as	  they	  had	  not	  secured	  a	  UN	  Security	  Council	  mandate.	  The	  airstrike	  bombings	  were	  followed	  by	  an	  outrage,	  as	  it	  had	  a	   great	   number	   of	   civilian	   casualties,	   but	   despite	   this	   it	   was	   generally	   seen	   as	   a	  successful	  operation	  (Kim	  and	  Woehrel,	  2008).	  The	  importance	  of	  civilian	  casualties	  as	  a	  result	   of	   intervention	   is	   still	   an	   important	   topic	   to	   this	   day.	   Frederik	   Rosén	   had	   the	  following	  comment:	  	  	  ”…It’s	   also	   about	   the	   legitimacy	   of	   military	   interventions	   increasingly	   depending	   on	  
whether	  you	  have	  civilian	  casualties	  or	  not.	   I	  mean	  Libya	  has	  been	  greatly	   controlled	  by	  
that	  principle,	  it	  has	  been	  very	  important	  not	  to	  mention	  in	  the	  way	  the	  media	  covered	  the	  
war…”	  (Frederik	  Rosén.	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  	  	  What	  Frederik	  says	  here	  certainly	  does	  seem	  to	  be	  the	  case,	  considering	  the	  importance	  of	  civilian	  casualties	  in	  all	  of	  the	  conflicts	  discussed	  in	  this	  project.	  The	  issue	  of	  civilian	  casualties	  also	  ties	  in	  well	  with	  Wheeler’s	  requirements	  and	  the	  question	  of	  whether	  it	  is	  right	   to	   intervene	   for	  humanitarian	  reasons	   if	   it	  only	  brings	  about	  more	  suffering.	  The	  first	  of	  Wheeler’s	  requirements	  would	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  met:	   there	  were	  widespread	  atrocities	  being	  committed	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  conflict.	  With	  at	  least	  the	  Serbians	  being	  unwilling	   to	   negotiate,	   the	   use	   of	   force	   would	   also	   appear	   to	   be	   justified.	   But	   the	  question	   of	   the	   proportionality	   principle	   is	   a	   more	   difficult	   one.	   The	   bombings	   of	  Belgrade	   came	  with	   considerable	   danger	   to	   the	   civilians	   in	   the	   city.	   The	  NATO	   forces	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should	  have	  been	  well	  aware	  of	   this.	  Choosing	  to	  go	  ahead	  with	  the	  bombings	  anyway	  was	   therefore	   a	   controversial	   strategy.	   This	   means	   that	   it	   is	   difficult	   to	   say	   anything	  conclusive	  about	  the	  proportionality	  principle.	  The	  final	  requirement	  is	  also	  difficult	  to	  comment	  on.	  While	  the	  intervention	  is	  generally	  viewed	  as	  a	  success	  today,	  at	  the	  time	  it	  would	   be	   impossible	   to	   say	   whether	   intervention	   would	   not	   just	   make	   things	   even	  worse,	  partially	  due	  to	  the	  danger	  of	  it	  escalating	  the	  conflict	  even	  more-­‐	  and	  due	  to	  the	  danger	   of	   creating	   further	   instability	   in	   a	   region	   that	  was	   viewed	   as	   one	   of	   the	  most	  unstable	   at	   the	   time.	   Therefore,	   with	   all	   of	   the	   above,	   it	   is	   impossible	   to	   conclude	  whether	  this	  was	  a	  legitimate	  intervention	  or	  not	  based	  on	  the	  requirements	  set	  up	  by	  Wheeler.	  If	  one	  looks	  at	  the	  framework	  of	  international	  law	  at	  the	  time	  however,	  it	  was	  clearly	  not	  a	   legitimate	  or	   just	  course	  of	  action	   to	   intervene.	  The	  critics	  of	   intervening	  invoked	  the	  sovereignty	  of	  the	  Yugoslavian	  state	  as	  taking	  precedence	  over	  all.	  This	  was	  a	  civil	  war	  they	  argued,	  and	  no	  business	  of	  NATO.	  But	  why	  then	  did	  the	  U.S.	   led	  NATO	  forces	  decide	  to	  intervene	  anyway?	  	  	  From	   a	   realist	   perspective,	  we	   can	   try	   to	   see	  what	  motives-­‐	   other	   than	   humanitarian	  ones-­‐	  the	  U.S.	  and	  the	  European	  countries	  could	  have	  had.	  The	  Europeans	  must	  have	  had	  a	   regional	   motive	   in	   mind,	   with	   these	   atrocities	   happening	   so	   close.	   The	   threat	   of	  instability	  spreading	  from	  the	  Balkans	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  Europe	  was	  a	  major	  problem.	  This	  regarded	   both	   the	   potential	   for	   more	   hostilities	   in	   Eastern	   Europe,	   as	   well	   as	   the	  possibility	  of	   the	   fighting	  creating	  more	  and	  more	  refugees.	  The	  American	  motives	   for	  intervening	   were	   likely	   also	   affected	   by	   these	   potential	   problems.	   It	   was	   not	   in	   the	  interest	  of	   the	  U.S.	   to	  have	  Europe	  cast	  out	   into	  major	   regional	   instability.	  This	  means	  that	   both	   the	  U.S.	   and	   the	  Europeans	   had	   a	   great	   deal	   of	   interest	   in	   stopping	   the	  war	  before	   it	   began	   to	   spread.	   Additionally,	   with	   the	   fall	   of	   the	   Union	   of	   Soviet	   Socialist	  Republics	  (USSR),	  NATO’s	  original	  purpose	  for	  existing	  had	  disappeared	  from	  the	  world	  stage.	  The	  intervention	  in	  Kosovo	  can	  therefore	  also	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  way	  for	  the	  members	  of	  NATO	  to	  keep	  the	  alliance	  alive.	  Finally,	  if	  the	  NATO	  forces	  could	  remove	  the	  Serbian	  government,	  their	  successors	  might	  also	  have	  a	  friendlier	  disposition	  towards	  the	  west,	  providing	   yet	   another	   incentive	   to	   intervene.	   Therefore,	   to	   the	   mind	   of	   a	   realist,	   the	  NATO	   forces	   were	   correct	   to	   disregard	   international	   law	   and	   intervene.	   But	   a	   realist	  would	  not	  agree	  that	  humanitarian	  goals	  were	  the	  driving	  force	  behind	  the	  intervention.	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While	   constructivists	   would	   not	   leave	   out	   the	   possibility	   that	   regional	   motives	   and	  discourses	   played	   a	   major	   part	   in	   the	   intervention,	   they	   would	   also	   argue	   that	  humanitarian	   goals	   played	   an	   important	   role.	   There	   was	   a	   genuine	   desire	   to	   “make	  amends”	  for	  the	  failure	  to	  take	  action	  in	  Rwanda.	  This	  idea	  is	  also	  supported	  by	  Annika	  Rosamund-­‐Bergman:	  “I	   think	  Rwanda	  as	  an	  example	  would	  have	  this	   inspired	  you	  know	  a	  move	  towards	  both	  
more	  intervention	  and	  protection,	  but	  the	  more	  intervention,	  is	  a	  good	  or	  a	  bad	  thing	  is	  a	  
moral	  question,	  but	   it’s	   inspiring,	  and	  in	  probable	  inspired	  decision	  erhm	  	  by	  NATO	  to	  go	  
into	  Kosovo	  but	  how	  much	  we	  can	   link	   this	   two	  events	   together	   I	  do	  not	  know	  but	   there	  
was	  a	  sense	  that	  a	  least	  a	  part	  of	  Europe	  that	  we	  are	  not	  gonna	  have	  another	  genocide	  in	  
our	   back	   quarters,	   we’re	   not	   going	   to	   have	   another	   Srebrenica	   that	   we	   had	   in	  
Yugoslavia“(Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  	  This	  feeling	  of	  disappointment	  for	  not	  acting	  in	  Rwanda	  could	  have	  been	  a	  major	  factor	  in	  the	  decision	  to	   intervene.	   If	   it	  was,	   then	  it	   is	  debatable	   if	  one	  might	  actually	  not	  say	  that	  the	  decision	  to	  disregard	  international	   law	  can	  be	  justified	  from	  the	  constructivist	  point	  of	  view.	  If	  the	  intervention	  was	  indeed	  guided	  by	  a	  genuine	  desire	  to	  save	  innocent	  lives,	  then	  this	  might	  justify	  disregarding	  sovereignty	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  individuals	  to	  some	  constructivists.	  This	  therefore	  brings	  up	  the	  issue	  of	  power-­‐	  namely	  the	  power	  to	  create	  valid	  truths.	  The	  U.S.	  and	  UK	  were	  both	  powerful	  enough	  to	  disregard	  international	  law	  because	  they	  had	  the	  ability	  to	  justify	  their	  actions	  later	  on.	  This	  is	  also	  known	  as	  “after-­‐
the-­‐fact-­‐rationalisation”,	  and	  we	  will	  return	  to	  this	  topic	  a	  bit	  further	  down.	  Because	  of	  this,	  as	  mentioned	  above	  regarding	  the	  realist	  point	  of	  view,	  one	  might	  question	  whether	  the	   feelings	   of	   regret	   that	   Annika	   describe	   were	   truly	   the	   driving	   force	   behind	   the	  intervention-­‐	  or	  whether	  it	  was	  in	  fact	  strategic	  and	  political	  regional	  motives	  that	  made	  NATO	  intervene.	  	  	  	  So,	  when	   looking	   at	   the	   legality	   of	   this	   intervention,	   it	   can	   be	   argued	   that	   it	   does	   not	  legally	  qualify,	  as	  being	  a	  humanitarian	  intervention-­‐	  both	  because	  of	  the	  disregard	  for	  international	   law,	   and	   as	   the	   bombings	   from	   a	   height	   of	   15.000	   feet	   inevitably	  would	  cause	   civilian	   casualties.	   The	   morality	   in	   the	   bombing	   campaign	   can	   therefore	   be	  questioned	  just	  as	  much	  as	  the	  legality.	  Nevertheless	  it	  all	  becomes	  an	  interpretation	  of	  the	   law.	   While	   it	   did	   indeed	   infringe	   upon	   sovereignty	   and	   was	   waged	   without	   a	  mandate,	  as	  mentioned	  it	  was	  sought	  justified	  as	  a	  successful,	  moral	  and	  humanitarian	  intervention.	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  Other	  parts	  of	  international	  law,	  such	  as	  the	  human	  rights,	  would	  certainly	  support	  this	  argument.	  And	  so,	  one	   feels	  compelled	  to	  ask	  whether	   international	   law	  should	  not	  be	  revised	  and	  brought	  more	   in	   line	  with	  contemporary	  norms	  of	  morality	  and	   justice.	   It	  was	   this	   question,	   posed	   by	   Kofi	   Annan,	   that	   brought	   about	   the	   establishment	   of	   the	  ICISS,	  and	  that	  would	  ultimately	  lead	  to	  a	  potential	  solution	  to	  these	  problems-­‐	  the	  R2P.	  With	  the	  U.S.	  and	  NATO	  having	  abandoned	  the	  'old'	  UN	  Charter	  with	  interventions,	  the	  rule	  that	  now	  exists	   in	  sort	  of	  an	   'after-­‐the-­‐fact-­‐rationalization'.	  Anti	   intervention	   is	  no	  longer	  the	  modern	  notion	  of	  justice.	  And	  if	  intervening	  is	  not	  legal,	  the	  intervening	  states	  will	  attempt	  to	  make	  it	   legal.	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  said	  the	  following	  about	  this	  kind	   of	   legitimisation:	   “...you	   know	   so	   it	   is	   about	   these	   justifications	   are	   often	   (ehmm)	  
constructed	   in	   the	   aftermath	   of	   the	   initial	   intervention.”	   (Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  In	  other	  words,	  powerful	  states	  will	  try	  to	  create	  valid	  truths	  that	  are	  beneficial	  to	  them.	  The	  beginnings	  of	  what	  would	  become	  the	  R2P	  can	  therefore	  be	  seen	  as	  nothing	  more	   but	   the	   natural	   result	   of	   powerful	   states	   like	   the	   U.S.	   needing	   an	   excuse	   for	  intervening-­‐	  for	  whatever	  purpose.	  This	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  detail	  later	  in	  the	  analysis.	  But	  let	  us	  return	  to	  the	  intervention	  in	  Kosovo	  again.	  The	  bombings	  in	  the	  war	  certainly	  showed	  the	  willingness	  of	  the	  United	  States	  and	  its	  NATO	  allies	  to	  act	  on	  pressure	  to	  use	  force-­‐	  even	  if	  it	  went	  against	  the	  principles	  of	  the	  UN	  Charter.	  As	  mentioned,	  this	  raises	  the	  debate	   as	   to	  whether	   there	  might	   have	  been	   a	   need	   for	   a	  more	   flexible	   system	  of	  international	  law-­‐	  when	  it	  had	  to	  be	  violated.	  	  	  This	  is	  why	  the	  traditional	  concept	  of	  sovereignty	  and	  the	  UN	  Charter’s	  principles	  might	  need	   to	   be	   taken	   up	   for	   revision.	   It	   might	   however,	   also	   be	   somewhat	   dangerous	   to	  replace	   the	   old	   system	   of	   non-­‐intervention	   with	   unclear	   principles	   and	   justifications.	  The	  costs	  or	  risks	  of	  abandoning	  the	  UN	  charter	  regime	  can	  be	  that	  whatever	  replaces	  it	  might	  be	  abused	  by	  states	  pursuing	  their	  own	  goals.	  But	  the	  question	  is	  also	  whether	  to	  favour	  morals	  and	  justice	  over	  international	  law,	  as	  when	  challenging	  an	  'unjust'	  law	  like	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Kosovo.	   In	  the	   longer	  term,	  this	  might	  reinforce	  the	   legal	  regime	  since	   it	  will	  counteract	  the	  mismatch	  that	  exists	  between	  the	  traditional	  views	  of	  the	  UN	  charter	  and	  the	  views	  of	  today	  shared	  by	  many	  people	  across	  the	  world.	  'New	  interventionism'	  can	  gain	  support	  if	  people	  believe	  an	  action	  to	  be	  of	  justice	  together	  with	  clever	  media	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scripting	  and	  successful	  military	  actions-­‐	  and	  most	  importantly	  if	  an	  action	  is	  legitimised	  as	  being	  just.	  As	  Scott	  states:	  “If	  power	  is	  used	  to	  do	  justice,	  law	  will	  follow”.	  The	  influence	  the	  U.S	  has	  on	  international	  law	  has	  become	  more	  static,	  directed	  by	  political	  events.	  So	  rather,	   there	   exists	   a	   dynamic	   between	   International	   law	   and	   politics,	   which	   will	   be	  touched	  on	  again	  later	  in	  the	  analysis.	  	  
4.4	  Concise	  Conclusion	  
	  The	  conflict	  in	  Somalia	  resulted	  in	  a	  disaster	  for	  the	  U.S.	  military	  that	  got	  humanitarian	  intervention	   off	   to	   a	   difficult	   start.	   While	   Somalia	   was	   certainly	   a	   suitable	   case	   for	  humanitarian	   intervention,	   it	   is	   questionable	   whether	   the	   U.S.	   decided	   to	   intervene	  simply	   as	   a	   demonstration	   of	   power-­‐	   or	   due	   to	   a	   genuine	   desire	   to	   save	   the	   Somalis.	  Regardless,	  the	  resulting	  PDD	  25	  made	  action	  impossible	  in	  Rwanda.	  While	  the	  genocide	  provided	   more	   than	   enough	   reason	   for	   intervention,	   the	   international	   community	  remained	   passive.	   This	  was	   likely	   due	   to	   the	   events	   in	   Somalia,	   and	   a	   general	   lack	   of	  interest	  in	  Rwanda.	  Still,	  there	  was	  a	  great	  feeling	  of	  failure	  and	  sorrow	  after	  the	  conflict	  had	  ended,	  and	  this	  eventually	  would	  lead	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  ICISS-­‐	  and	  ultimately,	  R2P.	  The	  question	  however,	  is	  whether	  all	  of	  this	  truly	  influenced	  the	  intervention	  into	  Kosovo,	  which	  was	  also	  a	  good	  candidate	  for	  intervention	  like	  the	  two	  conflicts	  before	  it.	  There	   also	   seems	   to	   be	   a	   strong	   possibility	   that	   the	   regional	   interests	   of	   the	   NATO	  countries	   drove	   the	   intervention	   forward.	   Therefore,	   it	   is	   impossible	   to	   say	   anything	  final	  about	  the	  motives	  for	  intervention.	  And	  with	  these	  three	  analyses	  of	  the	  three	  important	  conflicts	  in	  the	  90’s,	  our	  focus	  now	  turns	  to	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq.	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STEP	  2	  	  
4.5	  Afghanistan	  	  The	   invasion	   of	   Afghanistan	   in	   2001	   was	   one	   of	   the	   first	   instances	   of	   military	  intervention	   in	   the	   new	  millennia.	   From	   the	   viewpoint	   of	   this	   project,	   it	   is	   important	  because	  of	  the	  way	  in	  which	  it	  was	  justified.	  The	  U.S.	  government	  made	  no	  secret	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  war	  was	  a	  direct	  consequence	  of	  the	  9/11-­‐attacks.	  They	  claimed	  it	  was	  an	  act	   of	   self-­‐defence,	   since	   the	   9/11-­‐attacks	   were	   perceived	   by	   the	   government	   as	   a	  declaration	  of	  war	  against	  the	  U.S.	  by	  Al-­‐Qaeda	  and	  its	  allies,	  which	  included	  Afghanistan	  and	  its	  regime,	  according	  to	  the	  U.S.	  government.	  The	  government	  then	  invoked	  article	  5	  of	  the	  NATO	  pact,	  demanding	  the	  support	  of	  its	  allies.	  Since	  it	  is	  still	  debatable	  whether	  it	  can	  truly	  be	  said	  that	  Afghanistan	  had	  helped	  attack	  the	  U.S,	  this	  is	  a	  highly	  controversial	  course	  of	  action.	  A	  coalition	  was	  formed,	  and	  the	  Security	  Council	  approved	  of	  the	  war.	  The	   fact	   that	   the	   U.S.	   is	   a	   council	   member	   and	   quite	   influential	   in	   the	   UN	   probably	  furthered	  the	  process.	  But	  the	  government	  also	  used	  humanitarian	  arguments	  to	  justify	  the	   invasion,	   and	   this	   is	  where	   things	   get	   interesting	  with	   regards	   to	   the	   project.	   The	  human-­‐rights	  violations	  by	  the	  Taleban-­‐regime	  were	  presented	  as	  yet	  another	  reason	  to	  attack	  the	  regime,	  which	  had	  harboured	  Al-­‐Qaeda.	  This	  made	  the	  U.S.	  claim	  that	  invading	  Afghanistan	  would	  in	  fact	  be	  a	  case	  of	  humanitarian	  intervention	  as	  well,	  by	  invitation	  of	  the	  Afghan	  people.	  This	  choice	  of	  argumentation	  says	  quite	  a	  bit	  about	  the	  situation:	  the	  U.S.	  was	  most	  likely	  well	  aware	  that	  many	  would	  probably	  see	  the	  invasion	  as	  a	  simple	  act	   of	   retribution	   for	   9/11,	   and	   so,	   the	   argument	   was	   made	   that	   this	   was	   also	   a	  humanitarian	   intervention.	   The	   human-­‐rights	   abuses	   by	   the	   Taleban-­‐regime	   were	  already	   a	   known	   phenomenon	   by	   the	   time	   of	   the	   war,	   but	   no	   one	   had	   previously	  suggested	   intervening	   in	   the	   country	   through	  military	  means	   since	   the	   time	  when	   the	  USSR	  had	  left.	  (CBS	  news,	  2009)	  Considering	  the	  above,	  it	  is	  therefore	  not	  unreasonable	  to	  question	  whether	  the	  invasion	  of	   Afghanistan	  was	   really	   all	   that	   humanitarian.	   The	   use	   of	   humanitarian	   and	   human	  rights	   arguments	   in	   the	   circumstances,	  which	   led	   up	   to	   the	  war	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   an	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attempt	   to	   try	   and	   justify	   an	   operation,	   which	   was	   primarily	   military-­‐	   through	  humanitarian	  discourses.	  The	  humanitarian	  argument	  therefore	  mainly	  serves	  to	  frame	  the	  invasion	  as	  something	  other	  than	  what	  it	  really	  is-­‐	  making	  it	  much	  more	  acceptable	  to	   the	   international	   community	   and	   the	   American	   public.	   Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  comments	  on	  modern	  interventions	  and	  this	  way	  of	   framing	  a	  conflict	   in	  the	  following	  way:	  	  
“...They're	  very..	  Centered,	  or..	  Framed	  within	  military	  discources,	  umm..	  And..	  And	  I	   think	  
there's	  often	  a	  mistake	  that	  a	  lot	  of	  interventions	  that	  have	  taken	  place	  are	  humanitarian,	  
when	  in	  fact,	  they're	  more..	  They're	  military	  interventions.	  As	  such,	  there	  isn't	  an	  awful	  lot	  
of	  milita..	  Humanitarian	  about	  them…”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  	  Frederik	  Rosén	  agrees,	  saying	  the	  following	  about	  humanitarian	  intervention:	  	  ”It’s	  a	  huge	  game	  when	  you	  have	  to	  set	  such	  things	  into	  motion.	  I	  mean,	  If	  you’re	  going	  to	  
get	   the	  Security	  Council	   to	  agree	   to	   something,	   then	   it’s	  a	  work	   in	   the	   corridors	  without	  
equal	  in	  the	  UN,	  I	  mean	  it’s	  really	  hard	  making	  people	  go	  along	  with	  that.	  So	  of	  course	  it’s	  
staging	  right?”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  	  	  Still,	  one	  might	  argue	  that	  while	  the	  staging	  of	  conflicts	  is	  an	  important	  issue	  in	  today’s	  conflicts,	   it	   is	   certainly	   also	   possible	   that	   the	   humanitarian	   aspect	   plays	   an	   equally	  important	   role.	   After	   all,	   even	   if	   the	   humanitarian	   aspect	   is	   not	   at	   the	   focus	   of	   the	  intervention	  that	  does	  not	  necessarily	  mean	  it	   is	  not	   important	  as	  well.	  Still,	  as	  will	  be	  argued	  further	  down	  in	  this	  part,	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  guided	  by	  military	  goals.	  These	  were	  not	  the	  only	  justifications	  given	  by	  the	  U.S.	  though.	  	  
	  Another	  important	  issue	  regarding	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  is	  of	  course	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  conflict	  and	  its	  participants.	  The	  U.S.	  led	  coalition	  forces	  were	  not	  fighting	  a	  traditional	  enemy	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  state-­‐	  they	  were	  essentially	  concerned	  with	  a	  group	  of	  non-­‐state	  actors,	  Al-­‐Qaeda,	  whom	  as	  such	  were	  not	  exclusively	  loyal/-­‐	  or	  bound	  to	  any	  state.	  This	  fact	  illustrates	  another	  important	  point	  about	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  conflict	  was	  framed	  by	  the	  U.S:	  the	  Taleban	  –	  regime	  and	  the	  country	  of	  Afghanistan	  were	  not	  the	  ones	  who	  had	  attacked	  the	  Americans.	  Al-­‐Qaeda	  had	  planned	  and	  carried	  out	  the	  attack	  on	  its	  own.	  Therefore,	   despite	   the	   Taleban	   having	   harboured	   Al-­‐Qaeda,	   the	   U.S.	   needed	   a	   way	   to	  justify	   attacking	   the	   regime	   and	   Afghanistan	   as	   well.	   This	   is	   the	   reason	   why	   the	   U.S.	  government	   claimed	   that	   the	   war	   was	   an	   act	   of	   self-­‐defence	   and	   humanitarian	  intervention.	  Using	   the	  Taleban	   regime’s	   relationship	  with	  Al-­‐Qaeda	  and	  disregard	   for	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human	  rights,	  the	  U.S.	  was	  able	  to	   legitimise	  attacking	  them	  and	  Afghanistan.	  The	  final	  way	  in	  which	  the	  U.S.	  justified	  its	  actions	  was	  of	  course	  through	  the	  now	  infamous	  quote	  
“Either	  you	  are	  with	  us,	  or	  you	  are	  with	  the	  terrorists”(Bush,	  2001)	  by	  President	  George	  W.	  Bush	  in	  2001.	  The	  quote	  sums	  up	  the	  equally	  disputed	  “Bush	  doctrine”-­‐	  the	  guiding	  principle	   for	   U.S.	   foreign	   policy	   during	   the	   Bush-­‐administration.	   The	   quote	   is	   an	  absolute-­‐	   join,	   or	   you	   will	   be	   treated	   as	   an	   enemy.	   There	   is	   no	   “middle-­‐of-­‐the-­‐road”	  option.	   This	   mentality	   made	   it	   clear	   that	   the	   U.S.	   would	   not	   take	   no	   for	   an	   answer,	  essentially	  disregarding	  any	  criticism	  of	  the	  motives	  behind	  its	  actions.	  The	  allies	  of	  the	  U.S.	  would	  have	  to	  accept	  the	  premise	  given	  by	  the	  Americans.	  But	  perhaps	  specifically	  due	  to	  this	  rhetoric	  and	  the	  justifications	  chosen	  by	  the	  U.S.,	  many	  still	  seemed	  sceptical	  of	   the	  war’s	   supposed	   premise.	   If	   we	   look	   at	   the	   situation	   in	   Afghanistan	   at	   the	   time	  through	  Wheeler’s	  four	  minimum	  requirements,	  much	  of	  the	  criticism	  seems	  warranted.	  First	  of	  all,	   it	  is	  debatable	  whether	  the	  situation	  in	  Afghanistan	  could	  be	  described	  as	  a	  true	   “supreme	   humanitarian	   emergency”.	   There	   was	   no	   immediate	   indication	   that	  foreign	  intervention	  would	  help	  save	  many	  innocent	  lives-­‐	  in	  fact,	  the	  opposite	  seemed	  to	  be	  more	  likely	  as	  a	  result.	  It	  is	  true	  that	  there	  were	  widespread	  human	  rights	  abuses	  by	   the	  Taleban	   (especially	   in	   the	   case	   of	  women’s	   rights),	   and	   this	  would	   certainly	   fit	  into	  Wheeler’s	  category	  of	  “...extraordinary	  acts	  of	  killing	  and	  brutality	  that	  belong	  to	  the	  
category	  of	  “crimes	  against	  humanity...”	  And:	  “...shock	  the	  moral	  conscience	  of	  mankind...”	  (Wheeler,	  2000).	   It	   is,	  however,	  questionable	  whether	  this	  would	  mean	  that	  the	  use	  of	  force	   was	   the	   only	   remaining	   option-­‐	   or	   a	   fitting	   one,	   due	   to	   the	   potential	   danger	   to	  innocent	  civilians.	  There	  is	  no	  point	  in	  intervening	  for	  humanitarian	  purposes	  if	  doing	  so	  ends	  up	   causing	  more	  harm	   to	   the	  population	   in	  question	   than	  other	  methods	  would.	  The	  use	  of	   force	  should	  be	  a	   last	   resort.	  That	   is	   the	  second	  of	  Wheeler’s	   requirements	  after	   all.	   This	   also	   raises	   the	   question	   of	   the	   proportionality	   principle.	   It	   is	   debatable	  whether	  the	  U.S.	  attack	  was	  a	  reasonable	  response	  to	  match	  the	  humanitarian	  situation	  in	   Afghanistan,	   or	  whether	   the	   country’s	   harbouring	   of	   Al-­‐Qaeda	  would	  warrant	   such	  action.	  Regarding	  the	  final	  requirement,	  it	  is	  still	  too	  early	  to	  say	  anything	  about	  whether	  the	   desired	   humanitarian	   outcome	   has	   been	   achieved.	   So	   far,	   it	   seems	   that	   certain	  aspects	  of	  Afghan	   life	  have	  been	   improved,	  but	  one	  could	  also	  argue	   that	  many	   things	  (such	   as	   the	   general	   security-­‐situation	   in	   the	   country)	   have	   not	   seen	   any	   major	  improvement.	   It	   is	  also	  questionable	   if	  one	  could	  say	   that	   the	  removal	  of	   the	  Taleban-­‐
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   40	  
regime	  would	  result	  in	  a	  stable	  peace.	  While	  it	  is	  still	  too	  early	  to	  say	  anything	  conclusive	  about	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  war,	  but	  at	  the	  moment	  peace	  does	  not	  seem	  likely.	  Was	  the	  Afghan	  war	  a	  ‘just	  war’	  then?	  If	  the	  justifications	  for	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  are	  looked	  upon	   through	   the	   ‘just	  war’	   theory	   and	   the	   eyes	   of	   realists	   and	   constructivists	  respectively,	   interestingly	   similar	   conclusions	   can	   be	   drawn-­‐	   but	   with	   different	  arguments	  to	  back	  them	  up.	  Whether	  Afghanistan	  can	  be	  called	  a	  just	  war	  according	  to	  just	   war	   theory	   hinges	   on	  whether	   the	   argumentation	   of	   the	   U.S.	   is	   considered	   to	   be	  valid.	   If	   one	   agrees	   with	   the	   premise	   that	   harbouring	   Al-­‐Qaeda	   made	   the	   Taleban	  accomplices	  in	  the	  9/11	  attacks,	  and	  that	  their	  human-­‐rights	  abuses	  warranted	  military	  action,	   then	  the	  war	  would	   fought	  as	  an	  act	  of	  self-­‐defence	  coupled	  with	  humanitarian	  intervention.	   In	   that	   case	   the	   answer	   is	   then	   ‘yes’-­‐	   Afghanistan	   was	   a	   ‘just	   war’.	  Otherwise,	  if	  one	  does	  not	  agree	  with	  these	  premises,	  the	  answer	  is	  ‘no’.	  	  From	   a	   classical	   realist	   point	   of	   view,	   there	   would	   be	   no	   need	   to	   intervene	   in	  Afghanistan-­‐	   no	   matter	   whether	   military	   or	   humanitarian	   reasons	   were	   given.	   The	  country	  did	  not	  pose	  a	  strong	  military	  threat	  to	  the	  U.S.	  or	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  western	  world,	  and	  there	  were	  no	  direct	  acts	  of	  hostility.	  And	  humanitarian	  reasons	  are	  not	  a	  legitimate	  justification	   for	   infringing	   upon	   the	   sovereignty	   of	   another	   state	   in	   classical	   realism.	  Therefore,	  there	  was	  no	  reason	  to	  sacrifice	  the	  lives	  of	  U.S.	  soldiers	  and	  Afghan	  citizens	  alike.	  Intervention	  would	  also	  cause	  major	  instability	  in	  the	  region,	  something	  realism	  is	  generally	  keen	  to	  avoid.	  It	  is	  of	  course	  important	  to	  mention	  that	  the	  U.S.	  government	  at	  the	  time	  was	  strongly	  influenced	  by	  other	  realist	  ideas,	  and	  viewed	  its	  own	  actions	  as	  a	  legitimate	   means	   of	   pursuing	   American	   interests-­‐	   and	   perhaps	   those	   of	   the	   Afghan	  people	  as	  well.	  The	  humanitarian	  aspect	  of	  the	  war	  would	  however,	  as	  discussed	  above,	  only	   be	   a	   ‘bonus’	   of	   sorts,	   since	   the	   main	   objective	   was	   military.	   Still,	   this	   does	   not	  necessarily	  mean	   that	   the	   Americans	   did	   not	   believe	   they	  were	   doing	   the	   right	   thing.	  Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund	   said	   the	   following	   about	   president	   Bush	   and	   the	   U.S.	  justifications	  for	  intervening:	  	  
“...if	  you	  read	  his	  statements	  on	  the	  pinning	  his	  decisions	  to	  go	  into	  Iraq	  and	  Afghanistan	  
you	  see	  that	   they	  are	   flavoured	  by	  very	  moral	  near	  conservative	   language	  so	   I	   think	   it	   is	  
important	   to	   remember	   that	   each	   state	   has	   its	   own	   morality	   and	   they	   will	   convince	  
themselves	  that	  this	  is	  a	  moral	  undertaking...”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	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  This	   does	  make	   it	   quite	   likely	   that	   the	   U.S.	   did	   not	   see	   any	  major	   problems	  with	   its	  actions.	  After	  all,	  the	  war	  was	  waged	  within	  the	  framework	  of	  international	  law	  as	  an	  act	  of	   self-­‐defence	   and	   humanitarian	   intervention,	   gaining	   approval	   from	   the	   Security	  Council	  and	  invoking	  article	  5	  of	  the	  NATO	  alliance,	  which	  is	  however,	  a	  debatable	  and	  controversial	  decision	   to	   this	  day.	   So	   some	  schools	  of	   realism	  would	   likely	  defend	   the	  war,	  while	  others	  (such	  as	  Morgenthau),	  would	  likely	  be	  opposed	  to	  it.	  	  From	  a	  constructivist	  point	  of	  view,	  the	  war	  in	  Afghanistan	  did	  indeed	  take	  place	  within	  the	   framework	   of	   international	   law,	   but	   at	   the	   same	   time,	   the	   justifications	   used	   to	  legitimise	   the	   war	   are	   a	   matter	   of	   concern.	   The	   same	   goes	   for	   the	   possible	   motives	  behind	  the	  war.	  One	  of	  the	  key	  defining	  differences	  between	  constructivists	  and	  realists	  for	   example,	   is	   their	   view	   on	   morality	   and	   politics.	   As	   mentioned	   in	   the	   theoretical	  section,	   realism	  believes	   that	   two	   separate	   forms	  of	  morality	   exist:	   one	  applied	   to	   the	  personal	   level,	  and	  one	  applied	   to	   the	  political	   level.	   If	  politicians	  apply	   their	  personal	  morality	  to	  their	  politics	  (especially	  at	  the	  international	  level),	  it	  will	  result	  in	  a	  disaster.	  Constructivists	   disagree	   with	   this	   idea,	   and	   have	   the	   exact	   opposite	   opinion.	   This	   is	  important	  with	   regards	   to	   the	  way	   they	   view	   the	  war	   in	   Afghanistan.	   If	   states	   are	   to	  intervene	   for	   humanitarian	   reasons,	   then	   this	   should	   be	   the	   purpose	   and	   mentality	  behind	   the	   operation,	   not	   just	   self-­‐interest.	   Constructivists	   believe	   that	   individuals	  should	  be	  treated	  as	  an	  end-­‐	  and	  not	  a	  means	  to	  an	  end.	  If	  the	  U.S.	  were	  indeed	  simply	  using	  humanitarian	  arguments	  to	  justify	  interventionism,	  which	  is	  not	  a	  morally	  correct	  way	  for	  a	  state	  to	  act,	  according	  to	  constructivists	  this	  would	  not	  be	  acceptable.	  It	  is	  not	  simply	   enough	   to	   intervene	   for	   humanitarian	   reasons-­‐	   the	   mindset	   must	   match	   your	  actions	   as	  well.	   Because	   of	   this,	   regarding	  what	  was	   said	   earlier	   about	   the	   role	   of	   the	  humanitarian	  aspect	  when	  framing	  a	  conflict,	  the	  constructivist	  point	  of	  view	  would	  be	  that	   simply	   taking	   on	   humanitarian	   goals	   alongside	   of	   military	   ones	   is	   not	   enough-­‐	  humanitarian	  concerns	  should	  take	  priority.	  Therefore,	  a	  war	  such	  as	  that	  in	  Afghanistan	  may	  still	  be	  problematic	  to	  a	  constructivist	  despite	  taking	  place	  within	  the	  framework	  of	  international	   law.	   The	   reason	   for	   this	   is	   the	   way	   in	   which	   the	   system	   was	   used.	   As	  argued	  above,	  The	  U.S.	  government’s	  argumentation	  for	  starting	  the	  war	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  way	  of	  taking	  advantage	  of	  the	  system	  to	  pursue	  its	  own	  interests.	  The	  disputed	  points	  are	   in	   particular:	   the	   invoking	   of	   NATO’s	   article	   5,	   and	   the	   supposed	   humanitarian	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aspect.	   From	   a	   constructivist	   point	   of	   view,	   both	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   somewhat	   “weak”	  arguments.	  This	  makes	  the	  war	  rest	  on	  an	  equally	  unstable	  foundation.	  It	  is	  exactly	  these	  kinds	  of	  problems	  that	  those	  who	  defend	  the	  traditional	  view	  on	  state	  sovereignty	  found	  in	  the	  UN	  charter	  want	  to	  avoid,	  making	  them	  oppose	  the	  ideas	  of	  the	  R2P.	  	  	  Furthermore,	   to	  a	  constructivist,	   the	  U.S.’	  argumentation	   for	  attacking	   the	  Taleban	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  construct	  them	  as	  an	  enemy,	  further	  legitimizing	  military	  action.	  	  	  	  So	   to	   sum	   up	   the	   analysis	   above,	   Afghanistan	   does	   not	   seem	   to	   be	   a	   clear	   case	   of	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  There	  are	  too	  many	  aspects	  of	  the	  operation	  and	  the	  debate	  leading	  up	   to	   it	   that	   suggest	  humanitarian	  goals	  were	  only	   a	   secondary	   concern,	   used	  primarily	   as	   a	   means	   to	   justify	   the	   war.	   But	   even	   if	   Afghanistan	   was	   not	   a	   true	  humanitarian	   intervention,	   it	   is	   still	   interesting	   that	   humanitarian	   goals	  were	   used	   to	  legitimise	   it.	   One	   might	   argue	   that	   this	   shows	   a	   shift	   in	   the	   mentality	   towards	  intervening:	  even	  though	  the	  U.S.	  claimed	  to	  have	  a	  military	  objective	  (their	  choice	  being	  highly	  debatable	  though),	  using	  humanitarian	  arguments	  was	  deemed	  to	  be	  necessary	  as	  well.	  This	  shows	  an	  important	  change	  in	  mentality	  when	  compared	  to	  previous	  conflicts-­‐	  now,	  even	  the	  most	  powerful	  state	  in	  the	  world	  would	  use	  humanitarian	  arguments	  for	  intervening.	  While	  this	  can	  certainly	  be	  viewed	  as	  the	  U.S.	  simply	  taking	  advantage	  of	  a	  useful	   tool-­‐	   and	   not	   as	   a	   necessity	   for	   intervention	   as	   such,	   it	   is	   nevertheless	   quite	  interesting	  considering	  the	  interventions	  that	  had	  come	  before.	  It	  would	  appear	  simply	  stating	   that	   an	   enemy	   poses	   a	   threat	   was	   seemingly	   no	   longer	   enough	   at	   this	   point.	  Similar	   reasons	  had	  been	   invoked	  with	   regards	   to	   intervening	   in	  Somalia	  and	  Kosovo,	  and	  their	  reappearance	  in	  this	  conflict,	  coupled	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  R2P	  doctrine,	  suggests	  that	  a	  shift	  had	  occurred	  since	  the	  early	  90’s	  with	  regards	  to	  what	  is	  legitimate	  and	  what	  is	  not.	  Now	  it	  almost	  seemed	  as	  if	  it	  was	  expected	  that	  interventions	  take	  on	  a	  humanitarian	  role	  as	  well,	  to	  justify	  resorting	  to	  the	  use	  of	  force.	  The	  use	  of	  humanitarian	  arguments	  to	  justify	  intervening	  would	  also	  be	  part	  of	  the	  next	  war	  launched	  by	  the	  U.S:	  the	  war	  in	  Iraq.	  	  	  	  	  
4.6	  Iraq	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  The	  war	  in	  Iraq	  brought	  back	  the	  use	  of	  humanitarian	  arguments	  alongside	  of	  military	  arguments	   yet	   again.	   This	   time,	   there	   an	  was	   even	   greater	   opposition	   to	   the	  military	  plans	  of	  the	  U.S-­‐	  France	  and	  Germany	  in	  particular	  were	  not	  convinced	  by	  the	  claim	  that	  Saddam	   Hussein’s	   regime	   possessed	   weapons	   of	   mass	   destruction	   and	   intended	   to	  support	  terrorists	  hostile	  towards	  the	  west.	  Just	  as	  in	  the	  case	  with	  Afghanistan,	  the	  use	  of	  humanitarian	  argumentation	  was	   largely	   secondary	  when	  compared	   to	   the	  military	  argumentation.	   Most	   of	   the	   debate	   focused	   on	   the	   potential	   threat	   that	   Iraq	   and	   its	  regime	   posed.	   But	   alongside	   of	   this,	   there	  was	   also	   an	   emphasis	   on	   the	   human-­‐rights	  abuses	  that	  the	  regime	  had	  committed,	  and	  how	  the	  U.S.	  intended	  to	  right	  these	  wrongs	  and	   create	   a	   better	   future	   for	   the	   Iraqis.	   (Wong,	   2008)	   The	   war	   was	   the	   first	   major	  conflict	  to	  take	  place	  after	  the	  conceptualisation	  of	  R2P-­‐	  which	  had	  only	  recently	  come	  into	  being	  as	  a	  concept	  at	  this	  time-­‐	  and	  invoke	  humanitarian	  arguments	  for	  intervening.	  If	   one	  holds	   the	  war	  and	   its	  premise	  up	  against	  Wheeler’s	   requirements	  however,	   the	  humanitarian	   aspect	   of	   the	   war	   seems	   to	   be	   quite	   debatable.	   First	   of	   all,	   it	   is	   highly	  questionable	   whether	   there	   was	   indeed	   a	   “supreme	   humanitarian	   emergency”.	  While	  the	  Iraqi	  regime	  was	  infamous	  for	  the	  way	  it	  treated	  its	  citizens,	  there	  was	  seemingly	  no	  situation	  with	  an	  immediate	  danger	  of	  massive	  civilian	  casualties	  before	  the	  war.	  	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  use	  of	  force	  was	  not	  necessarily	  the	  only	  course	  of	  action	  that	  could	  be	  taken	   against	   the	   regime	   at	   this	   time.	   There	  was	   an	   ongoing	   process	   of	   UN	  weapons	  inspectors	   investigating	   the	   U.S.’	   claims.	   Next,	   since	   there	   was	   no	   act	   of	   aggression	  against	  any	  of	  the	  intervening	  parties,	  the	  U.S.	  and	  its	  allies’	  response	  against	  Iraq	  was	  disproportionately	   forceful.	   The	  only	   requirement	   of	  Wheeler	   that	   seems	   to	   be	  met	   is	  the	   final	   and	   fourth	  one-­‐	   it	   is	   certainly	  possible	   that	   the	  U.S.	   government	   and	  military	  genuinely	  believed	  that	  the	  war	  would	  produce	  a	  desirable	  humanitarian	  outcome,	  and	  perhaps	  the	  basis	  for	  a	  lasting	  peace-­‐	  even	  if	  this	  was	  not	  the	  main	  focus	  of	  their	  plans.	  And	   once	   again,	   as	   mentioned	   by	   Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	   the	   U.S.	   government	  might	   also	   have	   been	   trying	   to	   justify	   the	   intervention	   to	   themselves:	   “...I	   think	   it	   is	  
important	   to	   remember	   that	   each	   state	   has	   its	   own	   morality	   and	   they	   will	   convince	  
themselves	   that	   this	   is	   a	   moral	   undertaking...”	   (Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	   2011).	  Annika’s	   comment	   ties	   in	  well	  with	   the	   realist	   notion	   that	   separate	   forms	   of	  morality	  exist,	   and	   it	   is	   certainly	   possible	   that	   she	   is	   right	   about	   this	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   Bush-­‐
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administration.	  So	  when	  all	  of	  this	  is	  considered,	  it	  would	  be	  incorrect	  to	  label	  the	  war	  in	  Iraq	  as	  an	  act	  of	  humanitarianism.	  It	  would	  be	  more	  correct	  to	  question	  whether	  it	  was	  not	  just	  an	  act	  of	  interventionism,	  as	  Wheeler	  and	  Bellamy	  would	  warn.	  In	  other	  words,	  that	   the	   intervention	  was	  used	   as	   a	   “Trojan	  horse”	   for	   legitimising	   the	   interventionist	  foreign	  policy	  of	  the	  U.S.	  at	  the	  time.	  With	  no	  weapons	  of	  mass	  destruction	  having	  been	  found,	  and	  the	  coalition	  initially	  having	  failed	  to	  establish	  a	  new,	  stable	  Iraq	  with	  rule	  by	  law,	  the	  original	  premise	  of	  the	  war	  has	  been	  proven	  wrong.	  The	  fact	  that	  it	  was	  waged	  without	   approval	   from	   the	   Security	   Council	   does	   not	   help	   either-­‐	   This	   only	   makes	   it	  easier	   to	  criticise	   the	  war.	   It	   is,	   therefore,	  not	  very	   likely	   that	   the	  use	  of	  humanitarian	  arguments	  leading	  up	  to	  the	  war	  had	  anything	  to	  do	  with	  a	  shift	  in	  the	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  If	  anything,	  it	  shows	  a	  change	  in	  the	  U.S.	  mentality	  towards	  interventionism,	   taking	   it	   to	   new	   extremes	   by	   disregarding	   the	   Security	   Council	   yet	  again	  as	  in	  the	  case	  with	  Kosovo-­‐	  but	  with	  considerably	  more	  questionable	  motives	  this	  time.	  Considering	  all	  of	  the	  above,	  it	  is	  therefore	  also	  highly	  questionable	  whether	  the	  war	  can	  be	   described	   as	   a	   ‘just	   war’.	   The	   use	   of	   violence	  was	   not	   necessarily	   the	   only	   option	  available,	   and	   it	   is	   also	   highly	   debatable	   whether	   the	   war	   can	   truly	   be	   called	   a	   pre-­‐emptive	  act	  of	  self-­‐defence.	  	  But	  what	  do	   the	   theoretical	  schools	  have	   to	  say?	  From	  a	  realist	  point	  of	  view,	  Saddam	  Hussein’s	  regime	  had	  the	  ambition	  to	  become	  a	  regional	  hegemon,	  as	  proven	  by	  its	  wars	  with	  Iran	  and	  Kuwait.	  Considering	  the	  U.S.	  interests	  in	  the	  area,	  it	  would	  then	  seem	  that	  this	  provided	  an	   incentive	   for	   intervening	  against	   Iraq.	  The	   fact	   that	   this	  was	  done	  by	  disregarding	   international	   law	   is	   only	   an	   expectable	   outcome:	   realists	   do	   not	   trust	  international	  agreements	  because,	  as	  the	  U.S.	  proved,	  powerful	  states	  can	  simply	  choose	  to	   ignore	   them.	   There	   is	   no	   central,	   global	   authority,	   which	   can	   punish	   transgressing	  states.	  The	  UN	  is	  the	  closest	  thing	  the	  world	  has	  to	  that,	  and	  even	  they	  have	  been	  unable	  to	  punish	  the	  U.S.	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  coalition	  ever	  since.	  Now	  it	  is	  important	  to	  keep	  in	  mind	   that	   the	   above	   is	   just	   the	   way	   in	   which	   a	   realist	   would	   likely	   explain	   the	   war.	  Whether	   they	   condone	   it	   is	   a	   completely	   different	  matter	   all	   together.	   The	   instability	  caused	  by	  the	  war	  coupled	  with	  the	  massive	  human	  losses	  is	  not	  necessarily	  justified	  by	  the	   end	   result	   of	   the	   war	   to	   a	   realist.	   But	   in	   the	   case	   with	   Afghanistan,	   the	   U.S.	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government	  was	  still	  strongly	   inspired	  by	  certain	  types	  of	  realist	   thought,	  and	  claimed	  that	  the	  war	  was	  necessary	  in	  the	  greater	  war	  on	  terror-­‐	  thereby	  immediately	  justifying	  it	  in	  the	  minds	  of	  the	  U.S.	  government.	  	  The	   humanitarian	   aspect	   can	   also	   be	   viewed	   differently,	   depending	   on	   the	   ‘camp’	   of	  realists	  doing	   the	   viewing.	  Those	  who	  are	  opposed	   to	   the	  war	  would	   either	   likely	   say	  that	  humanitarian	  reasons	  are	  not	  a	  legitimate	  reason	  for	  intervening-­‐	  or	  simply	  just	  a	  means	  to	  justify	  interventionism.	  Those	  who	  are	  pro	  the	  war	  might	  say	  that	  it	  is	  naive	  to	  believe	  that	  the	  Iraqi	  regime	  would	  change	  its	  ways	  in	  the	  foreseeable	  future,	  making	  the	  use	   of	   force	   and	   disregard	   of	   international	   law	   necessary	   for	   protecting	   American	  interests.	  From	  a	  constructivist	  point	  of	  view,	  there	  is	  no	  question	  that	  Iraq	  was	  not	  a	   ‘just	  war’.	  First	  of	  all,	   it	  violated	  the	  principles	  of	   international	   law	  for	  military	  purposes	  and	  the	  sake	  of	   the	  U.S’	  own	  interests.	  This	   is	  deeply	  worrying	  from	  the	  constructivist	  point	  of	  view.	  To	  a	  constructivist,	  the	  system	  of	  international	  law	  is	  there	  for	  the	  specific	  reason	  of	  preventing	  states	  from	  pursuing	  only	  their	  own	  goals.	  Disregard	  for	  this	  system	  will	  only	   lead	  to	  meaningless	  violence.	  Constructivists	  are	  not	  against	   intervention	  as	  such,	  but	  if	  it	  is	  to	  occur,	  international	  law	  should	  be	  observed.	  And	  if	  there	  truly	  is	  anything	  that	   justifies	   intervention,	   it	   is	   humanitarian	  purposes.	  Only	   these	  purposes	   and	  goals	  justify	  “challenging”	  international	   law	  to	  a	  constructivist-­‐	  as	  discussed	  with	  the	  case	  of	  Kosovo.	  This	  is	  particularly	  linked	  with	  the	  constructivist	  idea	  that	  individuals	  should	  be	  treated	   as	   ends	   rather	   than	   means.	   To	   a	   constructivist,	   Iraq	   is	   an	   example	   of	   the	  opposite:	   the	   U.S.	   invoked	   humanitarian	   arguments,	   but	   its	   priorities	   were	   not	  humanitarian-­‐	  they	  were	  interventionists,	  meaning	  that	  the	  Iraqis	  were	  used	  to	  help	  the	  U.S.	  legitimise	  its	  own	  goals.	  To	  make	  matters	  even	  worse,	  the	  U.S.	  led	  coalition	  failed	  to	  provide	  the	  population	  of	  Iraq	  with	  basic	  amenities	  and	  security	  on	  numerous	  occasions.	  	  	  And	   finally,	   the	   fact	   that	  American	   troops	   committed	  human-­‐rights	  abuses	   themselves	  and	  other	  criminal	  acts	  did	  not	  help	  reinforce	  the	  image	  of	  Iraq	  as	  a	  true	  humanitarian	  mission.	   Lastly,	   there	   is	   the	   question	   about	   just	   how	   much	   of	   a	   role	   economic	  considerations	  played	  in	  the	  decision	  to	  intervene	  in	  Iraq.	  Conspiracy	  theories	  aside,	  as	  both	   Frederik	   Rosén	   and	   Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund	   have	   pointed	   out	   (along	   with	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other	  scholars	  around	  the	  world),	  the	  economic	  aspect	  cannot	  be	  ignored	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Iraq.	  Frederik	  Rosén	  states	   it	  most	  clearly	  when	  discussing	  what	  he	  believes	   to	  be	   the	  general	  motives	  states	  have	  for	  intervention:	  “Money..	  Oil..	  Resources..”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  It	  is	  certainly	  possible	  that	  considerations	  about	  oil-­‐resources,	  business	   opportunities	   regarding	   the	   reconstruction,	   and	   so	   on	   were	   among	   the	   U.S’	  motives	  for	  starting	  the	  war.	  This	  topic	  will	  be	  elaborated	  on	  later	  in	  the	  project,	  in	  the	  next	  and	  final	  step	  of	  the	  analysis.	  	  	  
4.7	  Concise	  Conclusion	  	  The	  wars	   in	  Afghanistan	   and	   Iraq	  have	   come	   to	   be	   the	   defining	   conflicts	   of	   the	  Bush-­‐administration	   era	   of	   U.S.	   foreign	   policy.	   As	   has	   been	   argued	   in	   the	   above,	   it	   is	   quite	  debatable	  whether	   intervening	  was	   truly	  warranted	   in	   these	   two	   cases.	  While	  both	  of	  them	  claimed	  to	  be	  not	  only	  military	  interventions,	  but	  also	  humanitarian	  interventions,	  it	  is	  quite	  questionable	  how	  much	  of	  a	  role	  the	  latter	  of	  these	  two	  aspects	  played.	  As	  has	  been	  argued	  in	  this	  step	  of	  the	  analysis,	  the	  two	  conflicts	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  little	  more	  than	   a	   result	   of	   the	   “Bush-­‐doctrine”-­‐	   and	   not	   a	   sign	   of	   a	   new	   attitude	   towards	  humanitarian	   intervention.	   This	   effectively	   means	   that	   they	   were	   attempts	   to	   take	  advantage	  of	  the	  concept	  of	  “humanitarian	  intervention”-­‐	   illustrating	  the	  danger	  of	  the	  emerging	  R2P	  doctrine	  to	  its	  critics	  and	  advocates	  alike.	  	  	  Before	  we	  move	  on	  to	  the	  war	  in	  Libya,	  here	  is	  a	  brief	  discussion	  between	  realism	  and	  constructivism	  about	  why	  it	  is	  that	  states	  intervene.	  
	  
4.8	  Why	  do	  states	  intervene?	  Realist	  vs.	  Constructivist	  perspective	  	  In	   the	   cases	   of	   Iraq	   and	   Afghanistan,	   military,	   strategic,	   and	   other	   non-­‐humanitarian	  goals	  seem	  to	  have	  played	  a	   far	  greater	  role	   than	  anything	  else	   in	   the	  U.S.’	  decision	   to	  wage	  war.	  This	  way	  of	  prioritising	  is	  closely	  linked	  to	  some	  parts	  of	  realist	  thought.	  To	  counter	  what	  was	  perceived	  as	  a	  threat,	  the	  U.S.	  made	  full	  use	  of	  its	  military	  power.	  In	  traditional	  realism,	  this	  is	  a	  legitimate	  way	  of	  using	  force	  against	  another	  state.	  From	  a	  constructivist	  or	  liberalist	  perspective,	  this	  is	  a	  much	  more	  complicated	  matter.	  Even	  if	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the	  other	  state	  poses	  a	  potential	  threat	  to	  you	  (or	  could	  be	  a	  potential	  competitor),	  that	  alone	   does	   not	   justify	  military	   action.	   The	   situation	  must	   be	   such	   that	   a	   pre-­‐emptive	  attack	  or	  an	  act	  of	   intervention	  for	  humanitarian	  reasons	  is	  the	  only	  remaining	  option.	  Also,	   international	   law	  must	   be	   observed,	   and	   a	   humanitarian	  mentality	   should	   guide	  the	  operation.	  Otherwise,	   the	  conflict	  will	  be	  nothing	  more	  but	  an	  excuse	   for	  pursuing	  selfish	  interests	  through	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  other	  as	  an	  enemy.	  The	  case	  of	  Iraq,	  in	  particular,	  shows	  the	  crucial	  differences	  between	  the	  two	  theoretical	  schools.	  	  As	   shown	   in	   the	   disputes	   outlined	   between	   different	   ‘camps’	   of	   realism	   though,	  disagreement	   can	   also	   be	   found	  within	   the	   individual	   theoretical	   schools.	   For	   realists,	  the	   main	   questions	   about	   intervention	   are:	   ‘How	   will	   this	   affect	   us	   and	   the	   other	  intervening	  parties-­‐	  gains	  vs.	  cost?’	  and,	  ‘Is	  this	  truly	  necessary?’	  When	  compared	  to	  the	  potential	  loss	  of	  lives,	  the	  instability	  generated,	  economic	  strain	  on	  parties	  involved	  and	  so	  on,	  is	  intervening	  truly	  the	  only	  or	  best	  course	  of	  action?	  If	  military	  action	  results	  in	  doing	  far	  greater	  harm	  than	  good,	  then	  the	  answer	  is	  of	  course	  no.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  gains	  or	  benefits	  have	  to	  outweigh	  the	  costs.	  As	  such,	  constructivists	  and	  realists	  agree	  on	   this,	   but	   there	   is	   a	   crucial	   difference	   between	   them,	   and	   that	   is	   the	   question	   ‘For	  whose	  sake	  do	  we	  intervene-­‐	  and	  why?’	  	  For	   constructivists,	   the	  answer	   is	   “the	  population	   in	  need	  of	   intervention”.	   	  Again,	   the	  needs	  of	  the	  individual	  are	  the	  priority	  here,	  not	  that	  of	  the	  state.	  To	  them,	  the	  question	  of	   whether	   one	   should	   intervene	   or	   not	   must	   be	   looked	   at	   from	   the	   position	   of	   the	  population	  in	  need	  of	  help,	  not	  that	  of	  the	  intervening	  parties.	  This	  is	  where	  the	  realists	  would	  disagree.	  To	  realists,	  the	  first	  and	  foremost	  duty	  of	  any	  state	  is	  to	  look	  out	  for	  its	  own	   interests	   and	   the	   lives	   of	   its	   own	   citizens.	   This	   is	  why	   realists	  would	   argue	   that	  Afghanistan,	   Rwanda	   and	   Somalia	   were	   completely	   unnecessary	   interventions-­‐	   the	  intervening	  parties	  did	  not	  really	  have	  anything	  important	  to	  gain	  from	  them.	  Now	  this	  does	  of	   course	  not	  mean	   that	   realists	  are	  blind	   to	   the	  moral	  aspects	  of	   these	  conflicts.	  They	  do,	  however,	  choose	  to	  set	  them	  aside	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  state	  interests	  and	  the	  sake	  of	  international	  stability,	  which	  realists	  see	  as	  the	  best	  way	  of	  assuring	  peace.	  This	  is	  of	  course	  not	  the	  opinion	  of	  constructivists,	  who	  prioritise	  individuals.	  Constructivists	  are	  not	  blind	  to	  the	  danger	  of	  creating	  further	  human	  tragedy	  through	  intervention,	  but	  unlike	  the	  realists,	  they	  think	  this	  is	  a	  risk	  that	  must	  be	  taken	  if	  the	  situation	  calls	  for	  it.	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Therefore,	   constructivists	   might	   support	   interventions-­‐	   if	   they	   believe	   that	   they	   are	  based	  on	  a	  true	  humanitarian	  mindset.	  	  Now,	  the	  analysis	  shifts	  its	  focus	  to	  the	  final	  conflict	  discussed	  in	  this	  project:	  the	  war	  in	  Libya.	  Libya	  can	  be	  viewed	  as	  the	  current	  end-­‐result	  of	  the	  debates	  and	  initiatives	  that	  came	   into	   being	   after	   the	   conflicts	   in	   Somalia,	   Rwanda,	   Kosovo,	   Afghanistan	   and	   Iraq.	  The	  emergence	  of	   the	  R2P	  played	  a	  significant	  part	   in	   the	  conflict	   in	  Libya.	  But	   is	  R2P	  and	  its	  invoke	  on	  Libya	  a	  sign	  that	  the	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention	  has	  changed?	  And	  just	  how	  did	  it	  actually	  emerge?	  That	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  this	  section.	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STEP	  3	  
	  
4.9	  Who	  or	  what	  brought	  about	  R2P?	  Structures	  vs.	  Actors	  	  R2P	  can	  be	  viewed	  as	  an	  interesting	  example	  of	  the	  way	  in	  which	  structures	  and	  actors	  interact	  with	  one	  another.	  Was	  it	  the	  actors	  of	  the	  system	  that	  brought	  about	  R2P	  due	  to	  guilt	  over	   their	   failures	   in	  Rwanda-­‐	   thereby	  affecting	  a	   small	  part	  of	   the	   structure?	  Or	  was	   it	   just	   the	   structure	   of	   the	   system	   that	   made	   the	   actors	   establish	   R2P?	   The	  structure/actor	  debate	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  classic	  discussions	  between	  various	  schools	  of	  theoreticians-­‐	   and	  within	   the	   schools	   themselves.	   In	   the	   following,	   the	   two	   theoretical	  schools	  of	  the	  project	  will	  be	  used	  to	  discuss	  the	  emergence	  of	  R2P.	  	  The	   realists	   have	   two	   quite	   different	   views	   depending	   on	   whether	   they	   are	   classical	  realists	  or	  neo-­‐realists.	  The	  end	  conclusion	  in	  our	  case	  is	  quite	  similar	  though.	  A	  classical	  realist	   would	   of	   course	   have	   a	   state-­‐centric	   approach,	   with	   the	   most	   powerful	  state/states	  as	  the	  focal	  point.	  To	  a	  classical	  realist,	  R2P	  has	  emerged	  not	  because	  of	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  system,	  but	  because	  R2P	  can	  be	  a	  useful	  tool	  to	  the	  states	  that	  have	  the	  capabilities	   to	   take	   advantage	   of	   it-­‐	   most	   notably	   the	   U.S.	   In	   other	   words,	   R2P	   has	  emerged	  as	  a	  deliberate	  tactic	  due	  to	  the	  interests	  of	  individual	  actors.	  As	  argued	  before	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  wars	  such	  as	  Iraq	  and	  Afghanistan	  can	  be	  viewed	  as	  examples	  of	  a	  powerful	  state	  taking	  advantage	  of	  humanitarian	  intervention	  for	  its	  own	  purposes.	  To	  a	   classical	   realist,	   this	   is	   the	   explanation	   for	   the	   emergence	   of	   R2P.	   This	   can	   also	   be	  viewed	  as	  an	  example	  of	  the	  so	  called	  ‘after-­‐the-­‐fact-­‐rationalization’	  that	  was	  mentioned	  in	  step	  1	  of	  the	  analysis.	  To	  make	  their	  actions	  legal,	  powerful	  actors	  can	  just	  help	  create	  or	  support	  initiatives	  within	  international	  law	  that	  make	  their	  actions	  legal.	  Again,	  this	  is	  the	  view	  of	  classical	  realism.	  To	  a	  neo-­‐realist	  however,	  this	  is	  not	  the	  case.	  The	  structure-­‐centric	  neo-­‐realists	  would	  argue	  that	  R2P	  is	  not	  so	  much	  the	  result	  of	  individual	  states	  as	  it	  is	  that	  of	  the	  system	  in	  which	  they	  exist	  itself.	  The	  dispositions	  of	  individual	  states	  are	  not	  as	  important	  as	  the	  framework	  they	  operate	  within.	  	  Powerful	  states	  such	  as	  the	  U.S.	  maintain	  their	  power	  in	  part	  because	  of	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  system	  being	  beneficial	  to	  them-­‐	  a	  structure	  which	  they	  themselves	  help	  shape.	  R2P	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is	  therefore	  an	  expectable	  outcome	  of	  the	  system	  in	  the	  way	  that	  the	  uneven	  distribution	  of	  power	  drives	  states	  with	  the	  advantage,	  such	  as	  the	  U.S,	  to	  create	  or	  accept	  new	  parts	  of	  the	  structure	  itself	  that	  are	  also	  beneficial	  to	  them.	  This	  also	  allows	  actors	  to	  bypass	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  structure	  that	  pose	  an	  obstacle	  to	  them,	  such	  as	  state	  sovereignty.	  In	  other	  words,	  despite	  R2P	  being	  a	  result	  of	  the	  genocide	  in	  Rwanda,	  it	  has	  emerged	  from	  existing	   structures,	   and	   exists	   only	   to	   this	   day	   because	   of	   that	   same	   structure	   that	  determines	  politics-­‐	  not	  the	  actors	  guided	  by	   it.	  That	  does	  however,	  not	  mean	  that	  the	  end	  conclusion	  of	  a	  neo-­‐realist	  is	  so	  different	  from	  that	  of	  a	  classical-­‐realist.	  	  In	  this	  view	  R2P	  is	  still	  considered	  to	  be	  nothing	  more	  than	  a	  very	  useful	  tool	  for	  states	  that	  have	  the	  capability	  to	  use	  it	  as	  such.	  The	  important	  difference	  here	  is	  that	  it	  has	  emerged	  out	  of	  the	   existing	   structure,	   as	   opposed	   to	   simply	   having	   been	   born	   out	   of	   the	   genocide	   in	  Rwanda	  and	  the	  interventionist	  desires	  of	  states.	  So	  to	  sum	  up	  the	  view	  of	  the	  realists,	  the	   emergence	   of	   R2P	   is	   not	   the	   result	   of	   a	   new,	   humanitarian	   line	   of	   thinking	   in	  international	  politics.	  It	  is	  there	  because	  it	  serves	  the	  needs	  of	  powerful	  states-­‐	  not	  those	  of	  helpless	  individuals	  in	  need	  of	  assistance.	  	  To	   a	   constructivist,	   R2P	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   a	   sign	   that	   the	   peoples	   and	   leaders	   of	   the	  world	  have	  finally	  begun	  think	  in	  terms	  of	  human	  rights	  when	  facing	  conflicts.	  From	  this	  point	  of	  view,	   it	  shows	  a	  positive	  development	  in	  the	  priorities	  of	  states.	   It	  would	  now	  seem	  that	  states	  are	  much	  more	  willing	  to	  consider	  the	  needs	  of	  individuals	  rather	  than	  those	   of	   intervening	   parties	   and	   the	   government	   being	   intervened	   against.	   This	   is	   an	  important	   aspect	   of	   constructivism:	   nothing	   is	   static.	   Since	   individuals	   with	   changing	  dispositions	   construct	   everything,	   everything	   is	   also	   bound	   to	   change	   at	   some	   point.	  This	  is	  the	  exact	  opposite	  opinion	  on	  the	  matter	  than	  that	  of	  the	  realists.	  So	  to	  the	  eyes	  of	  constructivists,	  R2P	  is	  a	  result	  of	  the	  changing	  dispositions	  of	  actors-­‐	  not	  of	  the	  system	  of	   structures.	   This	   is	   of	   course	   to	   be	   expected,	   considering	   the	   general	   constructivist	  view	   that	   structures	   are	   all	   social	   constructs-­‐	   and	   therefore	   a	   product	   of	   individual	  actors.	  Naturally,	  the	  constructivist	  viewpoint	  does	  however,	  not	  turn	  a	  blind	  eye	  to	  the	  possibility	  that	  some	  actors	  may	  very	  well	  have	  hidden,	  interventionist,	  and	  motives	  for	  supporting	   humanitarian	   intervention.	   This	   is	   the	   reason	   why	   Wheeler,	   as	   a	  constructivist,	   is	   concerned	   with	   attempting	   to	   define	   a	   clear	   set	   of	   conditions	   for	  intervening	   that	   try	   to	   lower	   the	   risk	  of	  having	  powerful	   actors	   take	  advantage	  of	   the	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system	   of	   international	   law.	   The	   same	   can	   be	   said	   about	   Bellamy.	   But	   constructivists	  would	  likely	  still	  argue	  that	  the	  emergence	  of	  R2P	  is	  not	  just	  the	  result	  of	  a	  few	  powerful	  actors,	  but	  of	  a	  genuine	  desire	  among	  many	  states	  to	  prevent	  atrocities	  such	  as	  those	  of	  the	  early	  90’s.	  While	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund’s	  theoretical	  disposition	  is	  unknown	  to	  the	  group,	  she	  did	  comment	  on	  the	  desire	  of	  states	  to	  do	  good	  with	  their	  foreign-­‐policy,	  based	  on	  humanitarian	  ideas:	  “...I	  think	  a	  lot	  of	  states	  there	  is	  no	  doubt	  that	  states	  want	  to	  
pursue	   their	   national	   interest	   but	   they	   often	   want	   to	   do	   good.”	   (Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  The	  idea	  presented	  here	  by	  Annika	  is	  rooted	  in	  constructivism,	  and	  is	  a	  good	  example	  of	  a	  motive	  based	  on	  true	  humanitarianism.	  So	  to	  sum	  up	  the	  argument	  of	  constructivists,	  R2P	  is	  the	  result	  of	  an	  increasingly	  humanitarian	  approach	  to	  conflict.	  To	  discuss	  whether	  it	  is	  the	  sceptic	  realists-­‐	  or	  more	  optimistic	  constructivists-­‐	  who	  are	  on	   the	   right	   track,	   the	   following	   takes	   a	   look	   at	   the	  most	   recent	   case	   of	   humanitarian	  intervention	  that	  has	  invoked	  R2P:	  the	  war	  in	  Libya.	  	  
	  
4.10	   R2P,	   Resolution	   1973	   in	   Libya,	   and	   Reconceptualising	  
Sovereignty	  	  The	   emergence	   of	   R2P	   and	   intervention	   into	   Libya	   represent	   a	   challenge	   to	   the	  traditional	  concept	  of	  sovereignty.	  The	  view	  on	  sovereignty	  found	  in	  chapter	  two	  of	  the	  UN	  charter	  is	  a	  very	  classic	  and	  Westphalian.	  The	  one	  found	  in	  articles	  138	  and	  139	  of	  the	   2005	  World	   Summit	   outcome	   document	   regarding	   R2P	   are	   based	   on	   the	   view	   of	  sovereignty	  as	  a	  responsibility.	   Intervening	  is	  not	  compatible	  with	  the	  traditional	  view	  unless	  it	  is	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  self-­‐defence.	  How	  a	  state	  deals	  with	  its	  own	  citizens	  is	  no	  affair	   of	   the	   international	   community.	   This	   is	   also	   the	   traditional	   realist	   view	   on	   the	  matter.	  So	  R2P	  and	  intervention	  into	  Libya	  are	  therefore	  also	  a	  challenge	  to	  some	  of	  the	  most	  well	  established	  norms	  within	  international	  relations.	  While	  R2P	  has	  been	  a	  part	  of	  the	  UN	  framework	  since	  2005,	  the	  war	  in	  Libya	  is	  the	  first	  time	  it	  has	  been	  invoked	  at	  the	  start	  of	  a	  major	  conflict	  since	  its	  inception	  (the	  war	  in	  Iraq	  begun	  while	  R2P	  was	  still	  being	   conceptualised).	   Another	   interesting	   thing	   about	   Libya	   was	   that	   the	   war	   was	  started	   almost	   exclusively	   using	   humanitarian	   arguments.	   Unlike	   the	   conflicts	  previously	   mentioned	   in	   the	   project,	   there	   was	   no	   discussion	   of	   the	   Libyan	   regime	  posing	   a	  military	   threat	   to	   the	   intervening	   parties	   as	   such-­‐	   instead,	   it	   was	   the	   threat	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posed	  to	  the	  Libyan	  civilians	  that	  legitimised	  intervening.	  This	  is	  a	  true	  first-­‐	  this	  type	  of	  justification	  did	  not	  work	  when	  it	  was	  attempted	  in	  Rwanda’s	  case,	  and	  that	   is	  despite	  the	   fact	   of	   the	   obvious	   human-­‐rights	   violations	   taking	   place	   there.	   Libya	  was	   a	  much	  more	  uncertain	  case,	  where	  no	  one	  was	  completely	  sure	  what	  was	  going	  on.	  This	  makes	  Libya	  the	  most	   interesting	  case	  of	  all	   for	   the	  project:	  why	  was	   it	   that	   the	   international	  community	   intervened	   so	   quickly?	   Does	   it	   prove	   that	   a	   shift	   has	   occurred	   in	   the	  mentality	   towards	   humanitarian	   intervention?	   Also,	   does	   the	   intervention	   in	   Libya	  prove	   that	   the	   traditional	   view	   on	   sovereignty	   is	   losing	   its	   former	   popularity?	   These	  questions	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  the	  following.	  	  First	  of	  all,	  let	  us	  try	  to	  hold	  up	  the	  argumentation	  used	  for	  intervening	  in	  Libya	  against	  Wheeler’s	  four	  requirements.	  The	  first	  requirement,	  “supreme	  humanitarian	  emergency”	  is	   not	   easy	   to	   say	   anything	   finite	   about.	   As	   mentioned	   before,	   there	   was	   some	  uncertainty	   regarding	   the	   actual	   situation	   in	   Libya.	   However,	   if	   it	   were	   true	   that	   a	  massacre	   of	   several	   thousand	   innocent	   Libyans	  was	   imminent,	   then	   this	   requirement	  would	  be	  fulfilled.	  It	  all	  hinges	  on	  the	  credibility	  of	  the	  news	  coming	  out	  of	  Libya	  at	  the	  time.	  And	  due	   to	   the	  chaotic	  nature	  of	   the	  conflict,	   the	  credibility	  of	   this	  news	   is	  quite	  debatable.	  However,	  if	  the	  first	  requirement	  is	  fulfilled-­‐	  then	  so	  is	  the	  second	  in	  this	  case.	  The	  Libyan	  government	  had	  refused	  to	  negotiate	  with	  the	  protesters	  and	  rebels,	  and	  so,	  if	  one	  believes	  that	  Wheeler’s	  first	  requirement	  is	  met,	  then	  the	  use	  of	  force	  was	  a	  last	  resort	  to	  prevent	  further	  atrocities.	  The	  severity	  of	  the	  crime	  that	  would	  potentially	  be	  committed	   would	   also	   warrant	   a	   quick	   military	   response,	   fulfilling	   Wheeler’s	   third	  requirement.	  	  Finally,	   the	   stated	  purpose	  of	   the	  war	  would	  be	   to	  protect	   the	  Libyan	  civilians	   so	   that	  they	  could	  continue	  their	  protests	  against	  the	  Libyan	  regime.	  This	  would	  fulfil	  the	  fourth	  and	   final	   of	   Wheeler’s	   requirements.	   ‘Just-­‐war’	   theory	   would	   also	   consider	   the	  intervention	   in	   Libya	   to	   be	   a	   legitimate	   course	   of	   action,	   since	   the	   international	  community	  was	   taking	  on	   the	  role	  of	  a	   ‘judge’	  of	  sorts	   (like	   in	   the	  writings	  of	  Grotius)	  that	  takes	  on	  the	  task	  of	  restoring	  order.	  This	  legitimises	  infringing	  on	  the	  sovereignty	  of	  Libya.	  	  So	  it	  would	  appear	  that	  the	  intervention	  in	  Libya	  was	  largely	  legitimate.	  We	  will	  return	  to	   the	   issue	   of	   legitimacy	   in	   a	   bit,	   but	   first,	   the	   process	   of	  making	   the	   intervention	   a	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reality	  must	  be	   touched	  on.	  Aside	   from	  the	  arguments	  given	   for	   intervening,	   the	  other	  unusual	   thing	   about	   this	   war	   was	   the	   speed	   at	   which	   the	   international	   community	  intervened.	   As	   soon	   as	   the	   idea	   of	   a	   ‘no-­‐fly-­‐zone’	   was	   introduced	   into	   the	   debate,	   the	  possibility	   of	   an	   intervention	   began	   to	   sound	   even	   more	   likely.	   As	   more	   and	   more	  citizens	  across	  the	  world	  began	  to	  demand	  some	  sort	  of	  action,	  work	  on	  resolution	  1973	  began.	   The	   Security	   Council	   would	   be	   the	   final	   obstacle	   for	   the	   resolution	   to	   pass.	  Interestingly	  enough,	  not	  only	  was	  the	  resolution	  passed,	  it	  was	  also	  agreed	  upon	  by	  all	  of	   the	   council’s	   members	   in	   an	   unprecedented	   act	   of	   unanimous	   voting.	   The	   two	  interesting	   members	   to	   look	   at	   here	   are	   China	   and	   Russia.	   Their	   attitude	   towards	  intervention	   has	   been	   anything	   but	   positive	   in	   the	   past.	   Annika	   Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  comments	  on	   the	  Chinese	  and	  Russian	  perception	  of	  humanitarian	   intervention	   in	   the	  following	  way:	  	  
“...What	  my	  particular	  country	  Sweden	  might	  assume	  that	  to	  be	  can	  be	  quite	  different	  from	  
what	   for	   example	   China	   or	   Russia	   might..	   Assume	   it	   to	   be,	   two	   states	   that	   are	  
NOTORIOUSLY..	  Hesitant,	  to	  talk	  about	  humanitarian	  intervention	  in	  the	  Security	  Council,	  
as	  you	  know...”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  	  	  What	  Annika	  is	  referring	  to	  here	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  Chinese	  and	  Russians	  have	  always	  been	   opposed	   to	   intervention	   in	   general.	   It	   is	   therefore	   quite	   interesting	   and	   unusual	  that	  the	  two	  would	  agree	  to	  something	  like	  resolution	  1973.	  But	  why	  the	  sudden	  change	  of	  mind	  then?	  First	  of	  all,	  it	  is	  well	  known	  that	  China	  in	  particular	  has	  a	  lot	  of	  interests	  in	  Libya:	   resource	  extraction,	   construction,	  etc.	  The	  same	  goes	   for	   the	  Russians.	  Frederik	  Rosén	  had	  the	  following	  to	  say	  regarding	  the	  presence	  of	  China	  in	  Libya:	  
“Well	   I	  was	   thinking	   about	  whether..	  Wasn’t	   there	   something	   about	   the	   Chinese	   getting	  
3000	  Chinese	  out	  of	  Libya	  or	  something	  like	  that?	  There	  was	  a	  crazy	  amount	  of	  Chinese…”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  	  	  So	  when	  keeping	  this	   in	  mind,	   it	  does	  not	  seem	  too	  unreasonable	  to	  question	  whether	  the	  consent	  of	  the	  two	  countries	  was	  not	  just	  primarily	  based	  on	  economic	  motives.	  But	  if	   that	   is	  the	  case,	  why	  then	  did	  the	  two	  not	  also	  oppose	  to	   intervening	  Libya	   like	  they	  had	   in	   the	   Darfur	   province	   of	   Sudan?	   Two	   possible	   explanations,	   or	   rather,	   a	  combination	  of	  both,	  seem	  to	  be	  the	  likely	  answer.	  First	  of	  all,	  resolution	  1973	  as	  such	  did	  not	  provide	   a	   basis	   for	   removing	   the	  Libyan	   regime.	   It	   only	   stated	   that	   the	  use	  of	  violence	  against	  the	  Libyan	  military	  was	  necessary	  to	  protect	  Libyan	  civilians.	  Because	  of	  this,	  there	  is	  still	  much	  debate	  as	  to	  whether	  the	  direction	  the	  war	  took,	  attacking	  the	  
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   54	  
Libyan	   regime	   itself,	   was	   truly	   legitimate.	   And	   indeed,	   it	   was	   the	   Chinese-­‐	   and	   the	  Russians	   especially-­‐	   that	   criticised	   this	   course	   of	   action.	   It	   does	   therefore	   seem	   quite	  likely	   that	   the	   two	  only	  wanted	   to	  use	   the	   intervention	   to	   reinstate	  order	   in	  Libya-­‐	  as	  opposed	   to	   removing	   the	   regime	   that	   had	   provided	   Russia	   and	   China	   with	   many	  business	   opportunities.	   If	   intervention	   had	   taken	  place	   in	  Darfur,	   it	  would	   likely	   have	  attempted	   to	   remove	   the	  Sudanese	  government	   from	  office.	  This	  would	  mean	   that	   the	  Chinese	   and	   Russians	   would	   be	   in	   danger	   of	   losing	   their	   business	   agreements-­‐	  potentially	   having	   to	   re-­‐negotiate	   them	   with	   a	   new	   government	   instead.	   The	   other	  possible	  explanation	  for	  their	  support	  of	  the	  Libyan	  war	  is	  the	  background	  of	  the	  conflict,	  namely	   the	   Arabic	   spring.	   In	   the	   context	   of	   these	   events,	   many	   felt	   that	   something	  should	  be	  done	  to	  support	  the	  various	  protest-­‐movements	  in	  the	  Arabic-­‐world.	  (Collins,	  2011)	  For	  Russia	  and	  China,	  the	  Libyan	  conflict	  was	  therefore	  both	  a	  potential	  problem-­‐	  as	  well	  as	  an	  opportunity	  to	  improve	  on	  their	  image.	  It	  was	  a	  potential	  problem	  for	  them	  because	   it	   might	   help	   spark	   similar	   protests	   in	   their	   own	   populations.	   It	   was	   an	  opportunity	   because	   it	   allowed	   the	   two	   to	   present	   themselves	   as	   states	   that	   cared	  deeply	   about	   the	   human-­‐rights	   regime	   and	   R2P-­‐	   something	   they	   had	   been	   heavily	  criticised	   for	   not	   doing	   in	   the	   case	   of	   Darfur.	   The	   same	   goes	   for	   the	   accusations	   of	  human-­‐rights	   abuses	   by	   the	   two	   committed	   against	   their	   own	   populations.	   Libya	  therefore	  allowed	   them	   to	   improve	  on	   their	   image	  considerably.	  This	   is	   indeed	  a	  very	  accusing	  way	  of	  viewing	  their	  support	  for	  the	  war	  in	  Libya,	  but	  when	  considering	  all	  of	  the	  above,	  it	  does	  not	  seem	  very	  likely	  that	  the	  consent	  of	  China	  and	  Russia	  respectively	  was	  based	  on	  a	  new	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  The	  same	  can	  be	  said	  about	  the	  support	  given	  by	  many	  of	  the	  Arabic	  states.	  To	  them,	  speaking	  out	  against	  the	  Libyan	  regime	  and	  its	  brutality	  was	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  responding	  to	  accusations	  made	  by	  their	   own	  populations	   against	   them.	  By	   supporting	   intervention	   in	  Libya,	  while	   at	   the	  same	   time	  promising	   or	   initiating	   reforms	  within	   their	   own	   state	   (such	   as	   in	   Jordan’s	  case),	   these	   Arabic	   states	   attempted	   to	   quell	   potential	   uprisings	   within	   their	   own	  borders	   before	   they	   broke	   out-­‐	  with	   varying	   success.	   But	  what	   can	   be	   said	   about	   the	  involvement	  of	  the	  actors	  mentioned	  above	  is	  not	  necessarily	  the	  case	  when	  looking	  at	  the	  states	  that	  carried	  out	  the	  intervention.	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Denmark	  is	  one	  example	  of	  this.	  When	  intervening	  based	  on	  resolution	  1973	  was	  put	  to	  the	  vote	  in	  the	  Danish	  parliament,	  the	  parliament	  agreed	  on	  doing	  so	  unanimously.	  That	  has	   never	   happened	   before	   in	   the	   case	   of	   any	   previous	   modern	   intervention	   that	  Denmark	  has	  participated	  in.	  Coupled	  with	  the	  public’s	  increasing	  demand	  for	  action	  in	  Libya,	   it	  would	   seem	   that	   the	  Danish	   politicians	  were	   in	   agreement	  with	  much	   of	   the	  population.	  There	  had	  been	  a	  critical	  debate	  as	  to	  whether	  Denmark	  should	  support	  or	  participate	  in	  an	  intervention,	  focusing	  in	  particular	  on	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  conflict	  and	  the	  dispositions	   of	   the	   rebels.	  Many	  MP’s	   also	   rejected	   the	   idea	   of	  Denmark	  participating.	  This	   does	   not	   match	   the	   results	   of	   the	   parliamentary	   vote	   however,	   making	   it	   quite	  possible	  that	  the	  politicians	  were	  influenced	  heavily	  by	  the	  desires	  of	  the	  population.	  So	  while	   Denmark	   is	   a	   relatively	   small	   actor	   in	   the	   intervention,	   the	   speed	   at	  which	   the	  country	  decided	  to	   intervene	   is	  still	  quite	  remarkable,	  and	   it	  shows	  something	  general	  about	   the	   intervention:	   this	   time,	   hesitation	   was	   minimal.	   	   (Danmarks	   Radio	   Debat,	  2011).	  Why	  this	   is	  the	  case	  is	  difficult	  to	  say.	  One	  possible	  explanation	  is	  yet	  again	  the	  Arabic	  spring.	  The	  Danes,	  and	  other	  populations	  around	  the	  world,	  felt	  that	  the	  Libyan	  protesters	   represented	   a	   just	   cause	   with	   their	   demands	   for	   democracy.	  With	   Tunisia	  having	  largely	  won	  the	  initial	  fight	  for	  democracy,	  and	  Egypt	  possibly	  being	  on	  the	  way	  there	  without	  the	  immediate	  threat	  of	  a	  massacre,	  there	  was	  a	  strong	  desire	  to	  see	  the	  Libyans	   succeed	   as	   well.	   This	   could	   definitely	   have	   been	   the	   main	   reason	   why	   the	  intervention	  was	  supported	  so	  strongly.	  But	  considering	  what	  had	  come	  before	  Libya,	  it	  is	   also	   quite	   likely	   that	   the	   mentality	   behind	   the	   R2P	   had	   a	   significant	   effect	   on	   the	  decision	   to	   intervene.	   One	   of	   the	   interesting	   aspects	   of	   this	   is	   the	   way	   in	   which	  sovereignty	  was	  viewed	   in	   the	  debate	   leading	  up	  to	  Libya.	  Muammar	  Gaddafi’s	  regime	  was	  viewed	  as	  being	  unjustly	  brutal	  towards	  the	  protesters,	  and	  this	  was	  seen	  as	  a	  crime	  that	   justified	   intervention-­‐	   in	   other	   words,	   the	   Libyan	   regime	   had	   failed	   its	  responsibilities	  as	  sovereign,	  making	  intervention	  a	  legitimate	  course	  of	  action.	  	  	  Critics	  of	  this	  notion	  argued	  that	  what	  was	  occurring	  in	  Libya	  was	  essentially	  a	  civil	  war,	  and	   therefore,	   the	   international	   community	   should	  not	   intervene.	   Libya	  was	   therefore	  also	   the	   latest	   dispute	   between	   the	   supporters	   of	   the	   traditional,	   realist,	   view	   on	  sovereignty	   as	   a	   right-­‐	   and	   the	   newer,	   more	   constructivist	   idea	   of	   sovereignty	   as	   a	  responsibility.	  And	  in	  this	  case,	  it	  was	  the	  latter	  that	  prevailed.	  It	  would	  therefore	  seem	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that	   we	   might	   be	   witnessing	   the	   beginnings	   of	   a	   future	   reconceptualisation	   of	  sovereignty-­‐	  one	  based	  on	  the	  idea	  of	  sovereignty	  as	  a	  responsibility.	  But	  whether	  this	  will	  happen	  or	  not	  is	  of	  course	  impossible	  to	  say	  at	  this	  moment.	  Whether	  or	  not	  it	  does	  happen	   however,	   will	   likely	   hinge	   on	   the	   way	   in	   which	   the	   intervention	   in	   Libya	   is	  viewed	  in	  the	  future.	  So	  far,	  Libya	  generally	  seems	  to	  be	  viewed	  as	  quite	  the	  success	  for	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  That	  is,	  at	  the	  very	  least,	  how	  the	  intervening	  parties	  would	  like	  for	  the	  war	  to	  be	  viewed.	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  had	  the	  following	  to	  say:	  	  
“...in	   terms	   of	   Libya	   I	   think	   it	   is	   generally	   seen	   as	   quite	   a	   success	   on	   the	   part	   of	   the	  
international	  community	  it	  is	  at	  least	  the	  way	  they	  have	  constructed	  it	  for	  themselves	  we	  
don't	   quite	   know	   what	   is	   going	   to	   happen	   it	   doesn't	   seem	   to	   me	   that	   the	   new	   ergmm	  
regime	  there	  is	  all	  that	  trust	  worthy	  either	  so	  it	   is	  you	  know	  swapping	  one	  for	  another...”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  But	  was	  Libya	  truly	  an	  intervention	  guided	  by	  humanitarian	  principles?	  And	  was	  it	  right	  to	  intervene?	  Let	  us	  test	  these	  claims	  using	  realism	  and	  constructivism.	  From	  a	  realist	  point	  of	  view,	  the	  European	  countries	  and	  the	  U.S.	  had	  very	  little	  interest	  in	  an	   intervention.	  Libya	  had	  toned	  down	  its	   formerly	  aggressive	  rhetoric	   towards	  the	  west,	   and	   had	   entered	   into	   agreements	   regarding	   the	   suspension	   of	   its	   weapons-­‐programs.	  Coupled	  with	  the	  agreements	  between	  the	  Europeans	  and	  the	  Libyan	  regime	  that	  helped	  keep	  thousands	  of	  illegal	  immigrants	  away	  from	  the	  shores	  of	  Europe,	  if	  war	  was	  waged	  on	  the	  Libyan	  regime,	  this	  deal	  would	  end-­‐	  and	  the	  resulting	  conflict	  would	  create	   even	   more	   refugees.	   Because	   of	   this,	   and	   the	   political/strategic	   concerns-­‐	   and	  many	  beneficial	  business	  deals,	  the	  Europeans	  especially	  would	  essentially	  be	  “shooting	  themselves	  in	  the	  foot”-­‐so	  to	  speak-­‐	  if	  they	  attacked	  the	  Libyan	  regime.	  	  	  Regarding	  the	  potential	  for	  future	  business	  or	  resource	  extraction	  deals	  after	  the	  war,	  it	  was	   certainly	  possible	   that	   this	  might	  play	   a	   role	   in	   the	  minds	  of	   some	  actors-­‐	  but	  by	  itself	   this	  would	  of	  course	  not	  be	  enough	  to	  make	  up	  for	  the	  costs	  of	   the	  war.	  Another	  concern	  was	   that	  regarding	   the	  rebels:	   just	  who	  were	   these	  people?	  Were	   they	  simply	  ordinary	  people	  fighting	  against	  oppression-­‐	  or	  had	  they	  also	  been	  infiltrated	  by	  groups	  of	   individuals	  with	  various	  ulterior	  motives,	   such	  as	  Al-­‐Qaeda?	  This	  was	   impossible	   to	  say	  for	  certain	  at	  the	  time,	  and	  remains	  a	  debated	  issue	  to	  this	  day.	  But	  whether	  or	  not	  this	  was	  the	  case,	  what	  would	  happen	  if	  the	  conflict	  began	  to	  spread	  and	  create	  further	  instability	  in	  the	  region	  at	  a	  time	  when	  it	  needed	  it	  the	  least-­‐	  as	  a	  result	  of	  intervention?	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Then	   the	   whole	   effort	   would	   be	   counter-­‐productive.	   So	   from	   a	   realist	   point	   of	   view,	  there	   was	   no	   immediate	   reason	   to	   intervene	   in	   Libya.	   There	   was	   simply	   too	   much	  uncertainty	  about	  the	  situation,	  and	  seemingly	  too	  much	  to	  lose	  by	  intervening.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  From	   the	   constructivist	   point	   of	   view,	   this	   would	   not	   necessarily	   be	   the	   case.	   The	  concerns	  about	  regional	  instability	  and	  the	  groups	  of	  actors	  involved	  in	  the	  war	  would	  certainly	  be	  important,	  but	  so	  would	  the	  needs	  of	  protesting	  civilians	  facing	  a	  potential	  massacre.	   In	   the	   constructivist	   view,	   the	   key	   issue	   in	   Libya	   is	   that	   of	   the	   mentality	  behind	   the	   war.	   If	   the	   intervention	   was	   truly	   based	   on	   a	   desire	   to	   prevent	   further	  violence	   and	   support	   the	   democratic	   aspirations	   of	   the	   Libyan	   population-­‐and	   the	  inspiration	   for	   this	   was	   the	   Arabic	   spring	   and	   the	   concept	   of	   sovereignty	   as	   a	  responsibility-­‐	   then	   intervening	   in	   Libya	   was	   fully	   warranted.	   With	   regards	   to	   this	  constructivist	   view	   on	  mentalities,	   the	   conduct	   of	   the	   U.S.	   in	   this	   intervention	   is	   very	  interesting.	  The	  new	  Obama-­‐administration	  was	   trying	   to	  present	  a	  very	  different	  U.S.	  foreign-­‐policy	  to	  the	  world	  than	  that	  of	  its	  predecessors.	  This	  was	  especially	  true	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Arabic	  and	  Muslim	  world.	  Therefore,	  Libya	  was	  an	  important	  milestone	  in	  the	  pursuit	  of	  this	  new	  strategy.	  The	  important	  question	  for	  a	  constructivist	  is	  whether	  the	  intervention	  was	  carried	  out	  with	  a	  genuine	  desire	  to	  do	  good	  and	  make	  amends	  for	  the	  mistakes	   of	   the	   Bush-­‐administration,	   or	   whether	   it	   was	   simply	   a	   way	   for	   the	   new	  administration	  to	  improve	  on	  the	  image	  of	  the	  U.S.	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  Arabic	  spring.	  So	  from	   a	   constructivist	   point	   of	   view,	   Libya	   was	   legitimate	   if	   one	   believes	   that	   the	  intervening	  states	  were	  not	  driven	  by	  ulterior	  motives.	  
	  
4.11	  Concise	  Conclusion	  	  The	  emergence	  of	  R2P	  (whether	  the	  result	  of	  interventionist	  actors	  or	  the	  desire	  to	  do	  good)	  poses	   a	   challenge	   to	   traditional	   views	  on	   state	   sovereignty.	   It	   is	   a	  new	  view	  on	  intervention	  as	  well.	  It	  usage	  to	  legitimise	  the	  intervention	  in	  Libya	  is	  a	  sign	  that	  things	  are	   changing.	   Although	   the	   motives	   behind	   the	   support	   of	   some	   actors	   are	   quite	  debatable,	   it	  would	   seem	   that	   the	   speed	  at	  which	   the	  decision	   to	   intervene	  was	  made	  proves	   that	   a	   shift	   has	   occurred	   in	   the	   way	   in	   which	   humanitarian	   intervention	   is	  perceived.	   But	   the	   context	   in	   which	   the	   conflict	   began,	   the	   Arabic	   spring,	   cannot	   be	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ignored	  either.	  It	  may	  very	  well	  also	  be	  that	  it	  had	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  the	  decision	  to	  intervene-­‐	  for	  varying	  reasons,	  depending	  on	  the	  actor	  in	  question.	  	  	  	  
	  And	  with	   this,	   we	   have	   finally	   reached	   the	   last	   step	   of	   the	   analysis,	   in	  which	  we	  will	  argue	  further	  why	  we	  believe	  a	  change	  has	  occurred	  in	  the	  way	  in	  which	  humanitarian	  intervention	   is	   perceived.	   This	   step	   will	   also	   try	   to	   look	   at	   some	   of	   the	   potential	  challenges	   facing	  R2P	   in	   the	   future,	   based	   on	   the	   nature	   of	   the	   concept	   and	   the	  most	  important	  questions	  that	  surround	  it.	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STEP	  4	  	  
4.12	  R2P	  and	  sovereignty	  as	  a	  responsibility-­‐	  proof	  of	  a	  new	  mentality?	  	  The	  emergence	  of	  R2P	  is	  the	  result	  of	  a	  long	  continuous	  line	  of	  conflicts	  and	  the	  debates	  surrounding	  them,	  of	  which	  the	  ones	  outlined	  here	  in	  the	  project	  have	  been	  some	  of	  the	  most	  significant	  and	  important.	  The	  questions	  that	  remain	  now	  are:	  what	  interests	  have	  states	  had	   in	  promoting	   and	   accepting	  R2P?	  Does	  R2P	   and	  humanitarian	   intervention	  truly	  have	  the	  best	  interests	  of	  suffering	  populations	  at	  heart?	  And	  finally-­‐	  and	  perhaps	  most	   importantly,	  does	  the	  rise	  of	  R2P	  prove	  that	  the	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention	  has	  changed	  since	  the	  90’s?	  And	  what	  about	  the	  view	  on	  state	  sovereignty?	  Those	  are	  the	  issues	  that	  will	  be	  addressed	  in	  this	  final	  part	  of	  the	  analysis.	  	  Let	  us	  begin	  with	  a	  quick	  recap	  of	  the	  process	  discussed	  in	  the	  other	  three	  parts	  of	  the	  analysis	   above.	   In	   the	   early	   90’s,	   the	   world	   watched	   in	   horror	   as	   first	   Somalia,	   then	  Rwanda,	   turned	   into	  disasters	   for	  humanitarian	   intervention.	  However,	   the	  horrors	  of	  the	   Rwandan	   genocide	   caused	   a	   widespread	   call	   for	   future	   tools	   to	   prevent	   such	  atrocities.	   This	   was	   where	   R2P	   began	   to	   emerge.	   Meanwhile,	   the	   international	  community	  intervened	  in	  Kosovo.	  While	  generally	  viewed	  as	  a	  success,	  it	  was	  clear	  that	  something	  was	  wrong	  with	  the	  system	  of	  international	  law-­‐	  since	  the	  intervention	  was	  in	  fact,	  illegitimate.	  This	  is	  of	  course	  because	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  traditional	  realist	  view	  on	  intervention	  and	  sovereignty	  still	  dominated	  the	  world	  of	  international	  relations.	  But	  with	   the	   new	   millennia,	   this	   would	   soon	   change,	   as	   the	   U.S.	   launched	   its	   wars	   in	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq.	  Things	  were	  beginning	  to	  change:	  the	  traditional	  view	  was	  losing	  its	  popularity.	  As	  this	  project’s	  analysis	  would	  argue	  however,	  this	  was	  not	  due	  to	  a	  new	  mentality	  towards	  humanitarian	  intervention	  and	  state	  sovereignty-­‐	  it	  was	  due	  to	  a	  new	  look	  on	  interventionism	  instead.	  And	  this	  is	  where	  we	  reach	  the	  situation	  today.	  	  	  As	  argued	  above,	  Libya	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  first	  case	  of	  modern	  intervention	  that	  is	  actually	  based	   on	   the	   mentality	   behind	   R2P.	   It	   can	   be	   argued	   that	   Libya	   is	   the	   first	   armed	  intervention	  to	  successfully	  invoke	  R2P	  and	  be	  recognised	  as	  legal,	  and	  because	  of	  this,	  Libya	  may	  very	  well	  prove	   to	  be	  a	  stepping	  stone	   for	   the	   future	  use	  of	  R2P.	  This	  does	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however	  raise	  some	  important	  concerns.	  First	  of	  all,	  as	  the	  wars	  in	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq	  have	  shown,	  R2P	  can	  easily	  be	  misused	  by	  powerful	  states	  seeking	  to	  pursue	  their	  own	  interests.	  The	  old	  principle	  of	  non-­‐intervention	  protects	  against	  such	  abuse	  much	  more	  efficiently.	  The	  problem	  with	  this	  view	  on	  sovereignty	  is	  of	  course	  that	  it	  is	  completely	  state-­‐centric.	   If,	   for	  example,	  negotiations	  and	  other	  non-­‐invasive	  means	  do	  not	  stop	  a	  developing	   genocide,	   then	   there	   is	   absolutely	   nothing	   that	   can	   be	   done	   to	   help	   the	  victims.	  This	  is	  the	  weakness	  of	  the	  traditional	  view.	  This	  is	  however	  not	  the	  case	  when	  viewing	   sovereignty	   as	   a	   responsibility:	   it	   not	   only	   demands	   that	   states	   treat	   their	  citizens	  with	   respect-­‐	   it	   also	   forces	   the	   international	   community	   to	   take	   responsibility	  for	  the	  lives	  of	  individuals	  being	  oppressed.	  The	  future	  challenge	  for	  R2P	  is	  therefore	  to	  evolve	  so	  that	  it	  becomes	  based	  around	  a	  very	  clearly	  defined	  set	  of	  rules	  that	  determine	  when	   the	   international	   community	   has	   a	   responsibility	   to	   step	   in.	   Otherwise,	   the	  doctrine	   will	   end	   up	   being	   nothing	   more	   than	   a	   “Trojan	   horse”,	   as	   Bellamy	   states	  (Bellamy,	  2010).	  It	  will	  simply	  be	  a	  useful	  tool	  for	  those	  with	  power,	  and	  as	  such,	  it	  is	  not	  likely	   to	   be	   invoked	   in	   all	   cases	   that	   call	   for	   it.	   For	   example,	   even	   if	   R2P	   had	   existed	  during	  the	  time	  of	  Rwanda,	  it	  would	  not	  necessarily	  have	  invoked.	  The	  reasons	  for	  this	  were	  already	  discussed	  in	  the	  first	  step	  of	  the	  analysis.	  The	  situation	  at	  the	  time,	  with	  the	  intervention	   into	   Somalia	   having	   failed	   miserably,	   meant	   that	   there	   was	   a	   general	  aversion	   to	   intervention	  so	  soon	  after	   the	   tragedy-­‐	  and	  aside	   from	  this,	   it	   is	  debatable	  whether	  Rwanda	  simply	   just	  did	  not	  pose	  enough	  of	  an	   interest	   for	  the	  most	  powerful	  states	  at	  the	  time.	  	  	  In	  other	  words,	  R2P	  will	  not	  be	  doing	  any	  good	  unless	  there	  are	  world	  leaders	  that	  are	  willing	  to	  use	  it	  for	  its	  original	  purpose.	  Libya	  is	  therefore	  quite	  interesting,	  as	  it	  shows	  how	   such	   a	   thing	   might	   very	   well	   become	   more	   common.	   The	   role	   of	   the	   U.S.	   in	  particular,	   is	  very	  important	  in	  this	  regard.	  If	  the	  Bush-­‐administration	  had	  still	  been	  in	  office	  when	   the	   conflict	   in	   Libya	   began,	   the	  U.S.’	   role	   in	   the	   intervention	  would	   likely	  have	   been	  much	  more	   dominant.	   The	   role	   that	   the	  Obama-­‐administration	  wanted	   the	  U.S.	  to	  play	  in	  Libya	  was	  quite	  different	  from	  the	  way	  the	  Bush-­‐administration	  had	  used	  the	  country’s	  military.	  The	  role	  of	  the	  U.S.	  in	  Libya	  was	  toned	  down	  considerably	  by	  the	  Obama-­‐administration,	  as	  a	  deliberate	  way	  of	  improving	  on	  the	  image	  of	  the	  U.S.	  in	  the	  Arabic	  world.	   This	   shows	   that	   in	   its	   current	   form,	   the	  mentality	   behind	   interventions	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based	  on	  R2P	  vary	  greatly	  depending	  on	  who	  is	  invoking	  it.	  It	  would	  be	  preferable	  if	  this	  were	   not	   the	   case.	   Furthermore	   it	   becomes	   difficult	   to	   reach	   a	   consensus	   between	  countries.	  We	  can	  see	  this	   in	   the	   light	  of	   the	   fact	   that	  countries	  and	  communities	  have	  different	  cultures,	  norms	  and	  beliefs.	  In	  line	  with	  the	  thoughts	  of	  Adler	  and	  Bernstein,	  it	  is	   a	   huge	   challenge	   for	   international	   governance	   to	   reach	   collective	   legitimisation	   and	  legislation	   among	   states.	   The	   difficulty	   is	   that	   international	   institutions	   and	  international	   law	   should	   reflect	   people	   having	   various	   social	   constructed	   beliefs.	   If	  future	  intervention	  is	  to	  be	  guided	  by	  R2P,	  then	  the	  doctrine	  and	  the	  mentality	  behind	  it	  must	  first	  become	  valid	  truths	  to	  the	  eyes	  of	  the	  general	  international	  community.	  While	  the	   doctrine	   itself	   now	   seems	   to	   be	  widely	   accepted,	   the	   same	   cannot	   be	   said	   for	   the	  mentality	  it	  is	  based	  on:	  the	  idea	  that	  we	  must	  treat	  individuals	  as	  ends,	  and	  not	  means	  to	  an	  end-­‐	  a	  highly	  constructivist	  idea.	  As	  argued	  in	  the	  analysis	  above,	  it	  would	  appear	  that	  while	   some	  actors	   truly	  wanted	   to	   stop	   further	  atrocities	   in	  Libya,	   the	  motives	  of	  others	   are	   much	   more	   questionable.	   Still,	   the	   fact	   that	   the	   intervention	   happened	   so	  quickly	   does	   seem	   to	   indicate	   that	   some	   form	   of	   change	   has	   occurred	   in	   the	   way	   in	  which	  sovereignty	   is	  viewed.	   It	   is	   the	  support	   for	  resolution	  1973	  from	  states	   that	  are	  usually	  opposed	  to	  intervention	  that	  seem	  to	  back	  this	  argument	  up	  the	  most:	  even	  if	  all	  the	   states	   that	   supported	   resolution	   1973	   did	   not	   do	   so	   because	   of	   humanitarian	  motives,	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  choose	  to	  agree	  to	  taking	  military	  action-­‐	  as	  opposed	  to	  using	  other	  methods,	  is	  quite	  interesting.	  This	  may	  very	  well	  be	  an	  indication	  that	  the	  age-­‐old	  realist	  view	  on	  sovereignty	   is	  going	   to	  be	  replaced	  by	  something	  else	   in	   the	   future.	  As	  mentioned	  before	  however,	  the	  traditional	  view	  does	  come	  with	  some	  advantages	  that	  mean	   it	   probably	  will	   not	   be	   replaced	   completely	   anytime	   soon.	   Still,	   it	  would	   appear	  that	   at	   least	   one	   of	   its	   defining	   characteristics	   is	   now	   being	   challenged,	   namely	   the	  absolute	  nature	  of	  the	  concept.	  	  	  Traditional	   sovereignty	   has	   no	  degrees-­‐	   either	   you	   are	   sovereign,	   or	   you	   are	   not.	   The	  same	  goes	  for	  whether	  other	  states	  respect	  this	  or	  not.	  With	  many	  modern	  interventions	  disregarding	   sovereignty	   completely,	   it	  would	   seem	   that	   a	  movement	   towards	   a	  more	  flexible	  approach	  to	  sovereignty	  has	  begun:	  one	  in	  which	  states	  are	  generally	  allowed	  to	  operate	   without	   interference	   inside	   their	   borders-­‐	   but	   at	   the	   same	   time	   also	   have	   to	  uphold	   international	   law	   to	  some	  degree	  unless	   they	  want	  others	   to	   intervene	  against	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them.	   Such	   a	   view	   on	   sovereignty	   would	   be	   much	   more	   fitting	   for	   the	   world	   of	  international	   relations	   we	   have	   today.	   Modern	   conflicts	   are	   often	   based	   around	  problems	  that	  affect	  ordinary	  civilians	  more	  than	  they	  do	  states.	   It	   is	  quite	  rare	   to	  see	  traditional	  warfare	  where	  two	  states	  fight	  each	  other.	  Afghanistan	  and	  Libya	  are	  much	  more	   representative	   of	   modern	   warfare:	   either	   the	   international	   community	   or	   a	  coalition	   of	   states	   are	   fighting	   a	   group	   of	   individuals	   (such	   as	   Al-­‐Qaeda)-­‐	   or	   they	   are	  engaging	  an	  enemy	  state	  and	  the	  groups	  that	  support	  it	  (as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Libya).	  State-­‐to-­‐state	   warfare	   is	   no	   longer	   the	   norm.	   Because	   of	   this,	   R2P’s	   focus	   on	   the	   needs	   of	  individuals	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  fitting	  match	  for	  the	  conflicts	  of	  today.	  But	  just	  how	  and	  when	  R2P	   should	   be	   invoked	   is	   a	   difficult	   question.	   Wheeler’s	   four	   requirements	   certainly	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  good	  place	  to	  start.	  Not	  only	  do	  they	  try	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  populations	  facing	  atrocities-­‐	   they	  also	  attempt	   to	  prevent	  misuse	  of	  humanitarian	   intervention.	   In	  addition,	  they	  are	  also	  partially	  based	  on	  just	  war	  theory,	  so	  it	  would	  seem	  that	  they	  are	  attempting	   to	   address	   the	  worries	   of	   both	   advocates	   and	   critics	   of	   R2P.	   But	   even	   if	   a	  clearer	   framework	   for	   humanitarian	   intervention	   was	   suggested,	   the	   main	   question	  would	  still	  be	  whether	  states	  would	  be	  willing	  to	  accept	  it.	  From	  a	  realist	  point	  of	  view,	  this	   is	   unthinkable.	   Not	   only	   would	   adopting	   such	   an	   R2P	   doctrine	   force	   states	   into	  accepting	  the	  possibility	  that	  someone	  might	  intervene	  in	  their	  affairs,	  they	  would	  also	  potentially	  have	  to	  risk	  the	  lives	  of	  their	  own	  soldiers	  to	  save	  those	  of	  foreign	  citizens.	  If	  there	  is	  no	  interest	  involved	  for	  the	  intervening	  parties	  in	  the	  state	  in	  question,	  and	  the	  state	   being	   intervened	   against	   does	   not	   pose	   a	   threat	   to	   the	   intervening	   parties,	   this	  would	  be	  pointless	  and	  even	  outright	  dangerous	  to	  a	  realist.	  Part	  of	  the	  danger	  from	  a	  realist	  point	  of	  view	  would	  also	  be	  the	  risk	  of	  generating	  massive	  regional	   instabilities	  that	  could	  potentially	   lead	  to	  further	  human	  tragedy.	  So	  from	  the	  realist	  point	  of	  view,	  replacing	  the	  traditional	  doctrine	  of	  non-­‐intervention	  with	  R2P	  would	  be	  disastrous.	  	  States	   with	   a	   more	   constructivist	   mindset	   would	   disagree.	   From	   their	   point	   of	   view,	  states	  and	  international	  law	  exist	  solely	  for	  the	  reason	  of	  individuals,	  and	  are	  therefore	  obligated	  to	  protect	  populations	  in	  need	  of	  help.	  If	  R2P	  came	  to	  be	  based	  on	  much	  more	  clear	  principles,	   it	   is	  quite	   likely	  that	  states	  with	  this	  mindset	  would	  come	  to	  accept	   it.	  This	  is	  however	  also	  linked	  with	  the	  general	  shift	  in	  norms	  that	  is	  represented	  by	  R2P.	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The	   emergence	   of	   R2P	   shows	   an	   interesting	   development	   in	   the	   way	   in	   which	  intervention	  is	  perceived.	  First	  of	  all,	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  language	  used,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  there	  has	   been	   a	   shift	   from	   the	   more	   military	   sound	   and	   associations	   of	   the	   term	  
‘humanitarian	   intervention’.	   The	   new	   paradigm	   puts	   an	   emphasis	   on	   much	   more	  humanitarian	  aspects:	   ‘the	  responsibility	  to	  protect’.	  Regardless	  of	  the	  potential	  motives	  behind	   this,	   it	   is	   very	   clear	   that	   this	   is	   a	   deliberate	   tactic	   designed	   to	  make	   R2P	   and	  similar	   initiatives	   much	   more	   acceptable	   to	   the	   general	   public	   and	   international	  community.	  This	  is	  also	  how	  Bellamy	  views	  the	  shift	  in	  language.	  According	  to	  him,	  the	  language	  of	  the	  R2P	  is	  a	  deliberate	  tactic	  by	  the	  advocates	  of	  the	  doctrine	  that	  is	  meant	  to	  make	   it	  seem	  less	  threatening	  to	  potential	  opponents	  (Bellamy,	  2010).	  This	  tactic	   is	  quite	  clever,	  as	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  says:	  	  
“...	   But	   I	   think	   it	   is	   still	   a	   positive	   development	   away	   from	   intervention	   because	  
interventions	   sounds	   and	   is	   I	   think	   more	   militaristic	   where	   as	   protection	   I	   think	   the	  
responsibility	  of	  protect	  is	  also	  you	  know	  it	  is	  not	  all	  about	  erhm	  military	  force	  it	  is	  about	  
development	   social	   political	   economic	   development…”-­‐	  but	   she	   then	   does	   go	   on	   to	   say	  that:	  “...	  it	  is	  more	  inclusive	  I	  think	  to	  emphasize	  the	  responsibility	  to	  protect	  but	  that	  is	  also	  
a	  concept	  which	  is	  quite	  fluffy	  and	  it	  is	  not	  always	  clear	  of	  what	  it	  involves	  it	  has	  been	  as	  
you	  know	  been	  very	  associated	  with	  "menneskelig	  säkerhet"	  (Swedish)	  human	  security…”	  
“…Which	  in	  itself	  is	  quite	  a	  fluffy	  concept	  and	  the	  responsibility	  to	  protect	  whom	  and	  who	  
offers	   this	   erh	   responsibility	   so	   it	   is	   difficult	   because	  we	   don't	   particularly	   and	  we	   don't	  
always	   know	   who	   the	   actors	   are	   who	   is	   being	   invested	   with	   the	   task	   of	   offering	  
responsibility	  and	  a	  lot	  of	  I	  think	  breakdowns	  of	  protection	  within	  states	  go	  on	  unnoticed.”	  (Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund,	  2011).	  	  	  Annika	   points	   out	   something	   quite	   important	   here:	   while	   R2P	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   a	   less	  threatening	   concept	   than	   intervention,	   it	   is	   still	   not	   completely	  well	   defined-­‐	   and	   not	  always	  used	  when	  necessary.	  However,	   one	  might	   question	  whether	   the	  development	  Annika	   is	   talking	  about	  here	   is	   truly	   that	  much	  of	  a	  change.	  One	  might	  argue	   that	   it	   is	  merely	  the	  language	  that	  has	  changed	  and	  not	  so	  much	  the	  nature	  of	  intervention	  itself.	  Still,	   this	  project	  would	  argue	  that	  R2P	  represents	  not	   just	  a	  new	  way	  of	   talking	  about	  intervention,	   but	   also	   a	   new	   way	   of	   thinking	   about	   it.	   For	   example,	   when	   the	   group	  asked	   Frederik	   Rosén	   about	   how	   he	   viewed	   the	   impact	   of	   R2P	   on	   humanitarian	  interventions,	  one	  of	  the	  things	  he	  said	  was	  this:	  	  
“…And	   then	   I	   think	   that	   there	  will	   just	   be	  more	   and	  more	   lawyers	   in	   the..	   The	  military..	  
Military	   organisations	   right?	   I	   mean	   because	   then	   constantly	   you	   have	   to..	   Constantly	  
rethink	   what..	   What	   it	   means	   to	   have	   a	   responsibility	   right?	   I	   mean,	   what	   kind	   of	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responsibility	  that	  comes	  from	  our	  increasingly	  thinking	  in	  terms	  of	  R2P	  right?”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  	  	  What	  Frederik	  is	  trying	  to	  illustrate	  here,	  is	  that	  modern	  warfare	  is	  much	  more	  complex	  than	  the	  type	  of	  conflicts	  organisations	  like	  NATO	  were	  originally	  created	  for.	  They	  have	  a	  much	  greater	  emphasis	  on	  human	  rights,	  international	  conventions	  on	  the	  rules	  of	  war,	  humanitarian	  issues,	  and	  so	  on.	  Because	  of	  this,	  military	  organizations	  of	  the	  future	  will	  need	   to	   employ	   the	   services	   of	   several	   legal	   advisors	   to	   navigate	   in	   this	   new	   and	  complex	  reality	  of	  modern	  warfare.	  Considering	  what	  has	  been	  discussed	  in	  the	  project’s	  analysis	   about	   the	   increasingly	   important	   role	   of	   humanitarian	   and	   human	   rights	  discourses	   in	  modern	  conflicts,	   it	   is	  quite	  hard	  to	  disagree	  with	  Frederik’s	  predictions.	  As	  he	  says:	  ”…I	  think	  that	  in	  the	  future	  we’ll	  see	  that	  we’re	  interpreting	  humanitarian	  law	  
much	  more	   in	   conjunction	  with	   the	   human-­‐rights,	   that’s	   already	   uhh,	   happening	   right?”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  This	  is	  yet	  another	  example	  those	  things	  have	  begun	  to	  change.	  It	  seems	  that	  humanitarian	  goals	  have	  become	  much	  more	  important	  than	  previously,	  meaning	   that	   they	  have	  also	  helped	  shape	  people’s	  perceptions	  about	  humanitarian	  intervention.	  Frederik	  Rosén	  is	  however	  more	  skeptical	  about	  the	  impact	  this	   is	  going	   to	  have	   in	  practice	   though.	  One	  of	   the	   things	  he	  questions	   is	  whether	   the	  emergence	  of	  R2P	  will	  have	  any	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  accountability	  of	  states	  that	  do	  not	   intervene:	   “...What’s	  really	  going	  to	  be	   interesting,	   is	  whether	   it’s	  going	  to	  have	  any..	  
Uhh..	  Legal	  dimensions,	  I	  mean	  whether	  you	  can	  get	  convicted	  for	  non-­‐assistance	  right?...”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  Frederik	  has	  a	  good	  point	  posing	  this	  question.	  If	  R2P	  becomes	  a	  generally	  accepted	  norm	  (or	  truth)	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  states,	   then	  at	  some	   point,	   demands	   for	   accountability	   regarding	   the	   responsibilities	   of	   states	   will	  inevitably	  be	  made	  at	  some	  point.	  The	  question	  then	  is	  whether	  this	  will	  actually	  lead	  to	  some	  form	  of	  legally	  binding	  agreement.	  At	  the	  moment,	  this	  seems	  highly	  unlikely.	  The	  same	  goes	   for	   the	  case	  of	  states	   that	  commit	  crimes	  against	   their	  own	  populations-­‐	  or	  those	  of	  other	  states.	  The	  problem	  is	  that	  the	  current	  view	  on	  state	  sovereignty	  does	  not	  allow	  for	  such	  prosecution.	  As	  Frederik	  Rosén	  says:	  	  ”…	  It’s	  about	  extraterritoriality,	  It’s	  about	  whether	  we	  can	  convict	  American	  soldiers	  at	  the	  
Danish	   Courts	   for	   example	   right?	   Umm,	   it’s	   about	   jurisdi..	   Above	   all	   else	   it’s	   about	  
jurisdiction	  right?”	  and	  then	  he	  goes	  on	  by	  saying:	  ”…I	  mean	  you	  can	  say	  there’s	  law,	  and	  
there’s	   jurisdiction-­‐	   but	   are	   you	   allowed	   then	   to	   prosecute	   officials	   of	   the	   state	  which	   is	  
essentially	  what	  the	  soldiers	  are	  right?”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	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  The	   problem	   of	   state	   sovereignty	   is	   still	   one	   of	   the	   most	   major	   obstacles	   to	   the	  implementation	  of	  R2P.	  Another	  important	  problem	  though	  is	  that	  of	  economics,	  namely	  the	  cost	  of	  intervening.	  While	   Libya	   has	   generally	   been	   viewed	   as	   a	   success	   so	   far,	   it	   has	   also	   proven	   to	   be	  considerably	   more	   expensive	   to	   wage	   than	   initial	   estimates	   assumed.	   This	   may	  ultimately	   prove	   to	   be	   the	   biggest	   difficulty	   for	   future	   interventions.	   Frederik	   Rosén	  believes	   that	   this	   aspect	  of	  war	  will	   change	   the	  way	   in	  which	  we	  view	  conflicts	   in	   the	  future:	  
”…	  And	   in	   the	   future	   this	   is	   going	   to	  be	   very	   important,	   I	  mean	  because	  we	   simply	   can’t	  
afford	  this,	  I	  mean..	  It’s	  way,	  way,	  way..	  I	  mean	  Libya	  has	  ended	  up	  costing	  three	  times	  as	  
much	  as	  we	  had	  expected	  or	  something	  like	  that	  right?”	   and	  goes	  on	   to	  say	   that:	   ”	  …The	  
question	   is	  whether	  people	  at	   some	  point	  begin	   to	  question	  whether	   it	   even	  pays	  uhh,	   to	  
make	  war	   right?	  Uhh..	  We’re	  also..	  We’re	   living	   in	  a	  perio..	   In	  an	  epoch	  where	  war	   is	  an	  
option,	   it’s	  a	  uhh..	   It’s	  a	   legitimate	   tool	   that	  you	  uhh..	  That	  you	  can	  use.	  And	  uhh..	  There	  
aren’t	   that	  many	   discussions	   about	   whether	   it	   should	   be	   that	   or	   not.	   And	   I	   think	   that’s	  
going	  to	  be	  more	  in	  the	  future,	  I	  mean..	  It’s	  not..	  We’re	  never	  gonna	  get	  away	  from..	  We’re	  
never	  gonna	  get	  away	  from	  uhh..	  From	  in	  some	  way..	  What	  can	  you	  say..	  From	  in	  some	  way	  
or	   other	   needing	   to	   uhh,	   have	   acess	   to	  military	   forms	   of	   power,	   but..	   But	   I	   think	  we	  are	  
going	  to	  rethink	  uhh,	  when	  is	  it	  actually	  practically	  reasonable	  to	  use…”	  (Frederik	  Rosén,	  2011,	  freely	  translated).	  	  Frederik’s	   considerations	   show	   that	   even	   if	   states	   wish	   to	   live	   up	   to	   R2P,	   they	   may	  ultimately	   choose	   not	   to-­‐	   since	   doing	   so	   would	   be	   way	   too	   expensive	   for	   them.	   The	  problem	   lies	   with	   the	   fact	   that	   it	   is	   impossible	   to	   predict	   when	   the	   hostilities	   in	   any	  given	  conflict	  are	  going	  to	  end	  completely.	  Still,	  we	  would	  argue	  that	  although	  economic	  considerations	   can	   play	   a	  major	   role	   in	   deciding	  when	   and	  where	   to	   intervene,	   Libya	  was	   still	   undertaken	   anyway	  by	   the	   international	   community.	  We	  believe	   that	   all	   that	  has	  been	  discussed	  in	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  project	  proves	  that	  there	  has	  been	  a	  change	  in	  mentality-­‐	  which	  means	   the	   future	  of	  humanitarian	   intervention	  and	  state	  sovereignty	  will	  ultimately	  also	  undergo	  some	  form	  of	  change.	  The	  extent	  of	  this	  change	  is	  debatable,	  but	  it	  will	  likely	  be	  significant.	  	  	  	  	  
4.13	  Concise	  Conclusion	  	  R2P	   is	   a	   sign	   that	   the	   view	   on	   state	   sovereignty	   and	   humanitarian	   intervention	   is	  changing.	  The	  new	  mentality	   is	   this:	  We	  must	  prioritise	   individual	  citizens	  over	  states.	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This	  may	  be	   the	   start	   of	   a	   series	  of	   changes.	  This	  does	  however	   also	   come	  with	   some	  problems	  attached.	  R2P	  is	  still	  not	  a	  completely	  clear	  concept	  yet,	  and	  therefore,	   there	  are	   some	   very	   serious	   issues	   that	  must	   be	   addressed	   if	   it	   is	   to	   replace	   the	   traditional	  view.	   It	  must	  become	  more	   clearly	  defined-­‐	   so	   that	   it	   is	  not	   abused	  by	   interventionist	  states,	  and	  not	  ignored	  in	  the	  conflicts	  that	  call	  for	  it	  the	  most.	  Otherwise,	   it	  will	  never	  live	  up	  to	  its	  original	  purpose.	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5.	  Conclusion	  
	  	  This	  project	  set	  out	  to	  investigate	  the	  concept	  of	  humanitarian	  intervention	  and	  the	  way	  in	  which	  it	  is	  perceived	  based	  on	  the	  following	  research	  question:	  What	  challenges	  have	  
modern	   conflicts	   created	   for	   the	   concept	   of	   state	   sovereignty	   and	   for	   intervening	   on	  
humanitarian	  purposes?	   -­‐	  And	  what	   implications	  do	   these	  challenges	  hold	   for	   states	  and	  
actors	  with	  regards	  to	  humanitarian	  intervention	  and	  R2P?	  By	   analysing	   six	   important	   modern	   conflicts,	   the	   project	   sought	   to	   uncover	   the	  motivations	   that	   drive	   states	   to	   intervene.	   The	   analysis	   also	   attempted	   to	   discuss	   just	  how	  an	  intervention	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  being	  truly	  humanitarian.	  The	  theoretical	  schools	  of	   realism	   and	   constructivism	  were	   brought	   in	   to	   discuss	   different	   views	   on	  morality	  and	  the	  role	  of	  the	  state.	  The	  purpose	  of	  all	  this	  was	  to	  try	  and	  illustrate	  why	  it	  is	  that	  the	  group	  believes	  there	  has	  been	  a	  shift	   in	  the	  way	  in	  which	  humanitarian	  intervention	  is	  perceived-­‐	  something	  which	  is	  still	  an	  ongoing	  process.	  By	  analysing	   the	  conflicts	   in	  Somalia,	  Rwanda	  and	  Kosovo,	  we	  concluded	   that	   the	  90’s	  proved	   to	   be	   a	   difficult	   period	   for	   humanitarian	   intervention.	  While	  we	   conclude	   that	  humanitarian	   intervention	   was	   warranted	   in	   these	   conflicts,	   there	   were	   still	   many	  problems.	  The	  intervention	  in	  Somalia	  failing	  miserably,	  no	  action	  was	  taken	  in	  Rwanda,	  and	   Kosovo	   was	   viewed	   as	   being	   an	   illegitimate	   intervention-­‐	   it	   was	   clear	   that	  humanitarian	   intervention	   would	   be	   facing	   many	   difficulties	   ahead.	   The	   key	   issue	  especially	  was	  the	  question	  of	  sovereignty-­‐	  should	  states	  adopt	  a	  realist	  stance	  and	  look	  out	   for	   their	   own	   interests	   and	   people,	   or	   should	   they	   adopt	   a	   constructivist	   one	   and	  take	   risks	   for	   the	   sake	  of	  others?	  These	  kinds	  of	  questions	   led	   to	   the	   formation	  of	   the	  ICISS,	  which	  would	  eventually	  result	  in	  the	  conceptualisation	  of	  the	  R2P.	  Meanwhile,	  the	  wars	  in	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq	  proved	  that	  humanitarian	  intervention	  can	  also	  be	  misused	  as	  a	  cover	  for	  the	  interventionist	  ambitions	  of	  states-­‐	  in	  these	  two	  cases	  those	  of	  the	  U.S.	  and	   its	   allies.	  We	  have	   concluded	   that	   intervention	  based	  on	  humanitarian	   arguments	  was	   not	   justified	   in	   these	   two	   conflicts.	   For	   critics	   of	   the	   ideas	   behind	   the	   R2P,	   the	  misuse	   of	   humanitarian	   arguments	   was	   proof	   of	   the	   inherent	   danger	   that	   came	  with	  replacing	   the	  old	  norm	  of	  non-­‐intervention	  with	  unclear	  principles	   like	   the	  R2P.	  After	  the	  wars	   in	   Afghanistan	   and	   Iraq,	   	   R2P	   had	   become	   a	   part	   of	   the	   UN	   framework.	  We	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conclude	  that	  this	  was	  not	  only	  crucial	  with	  regards	  to	  the	  intervention	  in	  Libya,	  but	  that	  it	   also	   shows	   along	   with	   Libya	   that	   there	   has	   been	   a	   shift	   in	   the	   way	   in	   which	  humanitarian	   intervention	   is	   perceived.	  We	  base	   this	   on	   the	   fact	   that	   resolution	  1973	  was	  passed	  unanimously	  by	  the	  Security	  Council,	  and	  with	  unprecedented	  haste.	  While	  the	  various	  UN	  members	  may	  have	  had	  ulterior	  motives	  for	  supporting	  the	  intervention,	  we	  would	  still	  argue	  that	  there	  was	  a	  genuine	  desire	  to	  help	  the	  Libyans,	  and	  that	  this	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  light	  of	  the	  Arabic	  spring	  and	  the	  use	  of	  humanitarian	  arguments	  alone	  to	  justify	   the	   war.	   Because	   of	   this,	   it	   would	   appear	   that	   the	   traditional	   view	   on	   state	  sovereignty	  is	  being	  challenged,	  and	  that	  the	  main	  competitor	  is	  the	  R2P	  doctrine.	  The	  end	   conclusion	   is	   therefore,	   that	   it	   would	   appear	   that	   humanitarian	   intervention	   has	  changed	  the	  way	  in	  which	  states	  view	  sovereignty	  and	  intervention.	  The	  emergence	  of	  the	  R2P	   and	   its	   apparent	   success	   in	   Libya	  will	   likely	   play	   an	   important	   role	   in	   future	  conflicts,	   but	   just	   how	   much	   of	   an	   effect	   it	   will	   have	   is	   still	   uncertain.	   The	   future	  challenge	  for	  R2P	  is	  to	  become	  a	  doctrine	  based	  on	  clear	  principles,	  so	  that	  it	  will	  not	  be	  misused	  or	  ignored	  when	  it	  is	  needed.	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7.	  Appendices	  
Appendix	  1	  The	  interviewees	  and	  the	  questions	  asked	  	  We	  started	  out	  by	  thinking	  about	  who	  could	  be	  relevant	  to	  interview,	  and	  who	  we	  had	  the	  means	  of	  getting	  to	  interview.	  We	  therefore	  looked	  at	  where	  we	  could	  get	  a	  hold	  of	  people	  with	  the	  expertise	  to	  interview.	  Dansk	  Institut	  for	  Internationale	  Studier	  (DIIS)	  is	  an	  institute	  located	  in	  Copenhagen,	  where	  a	  lot	  of	  scholars	  within	  the	  field	  of	  international	  relations	  are	  located.	  	  We	  therefore	  looked	  at	  their	  website	  to	  look	  at	  the	  different	  scholars	  and	  see	  who	  would	  be	  the	  most	  relevant	  for	  our	  project.	  We	  found	  two:	  Frederik	  Rosén	  and	  Louise	  Riis	  Andersen.	  	  And	  after	  a	  meeting	  with	  our	  supervisor,	  who	  suggested	  that	  we	  	  interview	  one	  of	  her	  friends	  	  at	  DIIS,	  we	  decided	  that	  the	  friend	  in	  question,	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  from	  DIIS	  also	  would	  be	  an	  interesting	  scholar	  to	  interview.	  We	  send	  the	  three	  of	  them	  an	  email,	  having	  obtained	  their	  email-­‐addresses	  from	  the	  DIIS	  website,	  and	  asked	  them	  if	  they	  had	  the	  time	  to	  help	  us	  with	  our	  project	  by	  conducting	  an	  interview	  with	  us.	  They	  all	  responded	  quickly	  with	  Louise	  Riis	  Andersen	  declining	  because	  of	  her	  lack	  of	  time.	  But	  Frederik	  Rosén	  and	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  both	  accepted	  the	  invitation	  to	  be	  interviewed.	  
	  Our	  first	  interviewee	  was	  Frederik	  Rosén.	  he	  has	  a	  PhD	  MSc	  Political	  Science,	  and	  his	  area	  of	  expertise	  is:	  “Civilian	  casualties	  in	  war,	  international	  humanitarian	  law,	  civilian	  capacity	  in	  military	  organisations”	  (DIIS	  website).	  With	  these	  qualifications	  we	  found	  him	  to	  be	  a	  good	  candidate	  for	  the	  questions	  we	  wanted	  to	  ask,	  especially	  because	  his	  expertise	  is	  in	  a	  different	  area	  from	  the	  other	  interviewee,	  and	  this	  way	  we	  would	  get	  a	  broader	  perspective	  on	  the	  matter	  and	  have	  less	  biasness	  in	  our	  findings.	  Annika	  Bergman-­‐Rosamund	  our	  other	  interviewee	  has	  a	  PhD	  MA,	  European	  Studies	  (University	  of	  Sussex);	  BSc,	  Government	  (LSE),	  her	  area	  of	  expertise	  is:	  ”Nordic	  foreign	  and	  security	  policy,	  non-­‐great	  powers,	  Nordic	  internationalism,	  international	  theory	  with	  emphasis	  upon	  cosmopolitanism,	  international	  ethics,	  the	  English	  School	  and	  constructivism,	  ethics	  and	  Nordic	  militaries,	  gender	  and	  international	  politics,	  celebrity	  diplomacy,	  the	  Common	  Foreign	  and	  Security	  Policy	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  Arctic	  security”	  (DIIS	  website).	  	  
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   73	  
	  
Questions	  we	  asked	  the	  interviewees:	  
	  How	  do	  you	  define	  humanitarian	  intervention?	  	  When	  do	  states	  /international	  regimes	  intervene,	  what	  is	  essential	  when	  choosing	  to	  intervene	  or	  not	  to	  intervene?	  	  	  Is	  it	  the	  purpose	  or	  the	  means	  that	  justify	  humanitarian	  intervention?	  	  What	  do	  you	  believe	  is	  the	  role	  of	  international	  organisations?	  	  How	  has	  the	  responsibility/right	  to	  protect	  changed	  the	  development	  of	  humanitarian	  intervention?	  	  How	  have	  failures	  to	  intervene	  affected	  the	  development	  of	  intervention?	  	  What	  future	  implications	  do	  you	  think	  recent	  interventions	  like	  Afghanistan,	  Iraq,	  and	  Libya	  will	  have	  for	  the	  future	  of	  the	  R2P	  and	  humanitarian	  intervention	  in	  general?	  	  In	  your	  mind,	  does	  the	  recent	  debate	  about	  humanitarian	  intervention	  prove	  that	  there	  has	  been	  a	  shift	  in	  mentality	  towards	  intervention	  post-­‐9/11?	  	  
essential when choosing to intervene or not to intervene?  
 
Is it the purpose or the means that justify humanitarian intervention? 
 
What do you believe is the role of international organisations? 
 
How has the responsibility/right to protect changed the development of humanitarian 
intervention? 
 
How have failures to intervene affected the development of intervention? 
 
What future implications do you think recent interventions like Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya 
will have for the future of the R2P and humanitarian intervention in general? 
 
In your mind, does the recent debate about humanitarian intervention prove that there has 
been a shift in mentality towards intervention post-9/11? 
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Appendix	  2	  
Interview with Frederik Rosén (Danish version) 
 
Transskribering af interview med Frederik onsdag d. 23. November 2011  
 
Interviewer: Simon Presley 
Øvrigt tilstede: Line Pihl og Louise Clarke 
 
Simon:  
Mmm ja, så lad os gå i gang. Først, hvordan vil du definere humanitær intervention? 
 
Frederik:  
(Griner) Ja.. Øhh, altså man skal jo passe på at sige noget fordi man kommer jo hurtigt kløjes 
i de der øhh, begreber ik? Men overordnet set øhh, må det vel ses som militær aktion som har 
til primært formål at assistere øhh, grupper af mennesker eller.. Eller befolkninger i 
situationer som udsætter dem for uværdige vilkår og det kan jo både være, hvad kan man sige, 
en politisk situation som er tilfældet i Libyen og det kan jo også forestille sig det kan være 
hungerskatastrofer eller.. Eller andre ting.. Komparativt kan man jo se på Burma, hvor man jo 
ikke gik ind, altså der var man ikke enig om man skulle gøre det, så det er måske en 
komparativ sag man kunne have mellem Libyen og Burma ik? Ømm måske er Somalia også 
øhh, relevant at se på i forhold til foråret og den fuldstændige manglende interesse for den 
EKSTREMT store hungers katastrofe som stadigvæk ruller ik? Så spørger man: Hvad er det 
egentlig som får hjulene til at svinge på det internationale militære maskineri? - Jeg vil nok 
set det som, hvad kan man sige, en militær intervention som sættes i værk for at assistere øhh, 
folkene i nød og så det kan man så se i forhold til alt mulige andre politiske interesser. I 
forhold til adgang til råstoffer osv.. Osv... Mere traditionelle.. 
 
Simon:  
Hvornår mener du at stater og regimer generelt intervenerer, og hvad er vigtigst for dem når 
beslutningen skal tages - er det normer, er det værdier - eller interesser af forskellig art? 
 
Frederik:  
Penge.. Olie... Råstoffer..  
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Simon: 
Det er meget konkret svar må man sige (griner).. Yes... 
 
Frederik:  
Hvordan er det med kineserne i Libyen, har I fulgt lidt med i det? Fulgt op på den sag? Var 
det ikke noget med en masse kinesere som blev evakueret? 
 
Simon:  
Jeg kan huske at senere hen i processen da resolutionen blev vedtaget, der blev de lige så stille 
mere venlig stemt overfor idéen, men i starten så mener jeg de var meget voldsomt imod. 
 
Frederik:  
Jamen jeg tænkte på om.. Var det ikke noget med at Kineserne hentede 3000 kinesere ud af 
Libyen eller noget i den stil? Der var sindssygt mange kinesere.. 
 
Line:  
Det har jeg ikke hørt om, det må være gået forbi mig.. 
 
Frederik: 
Jamen det hørte jeg bare et pip om en dag og det sætter et, hvad kan man sige  -det kan måske 
sætte tingene lidt i ny belysning.. For er det egentlig for nogle interesser der har ført til at det 
er blevet givet grønt lyd for interventionen ik?... 
 
Simon:  
Og det ligger sig lidt op af det næste vi vil spørge om f. eks , altså du vil sige at man 
intervener i Libyen pga. interesser såsom penge, råstoffer osv.. grunden man så ikke 
intervenerer i Syrien så kunne være manglen på samme typer interesse eller Bahrain f.eks..  
 
Frederik:  
Altså Syrien er man jo bange for hvad der vil ske hvis det regime det bliver destabiliseret, 
altså der er allerede så mange ting i.. I det område som simpelthen står og balancerer på en 
knivsæg ik? Så altså hvis man, det er en fuldstændig uoverskuelig situation at gå ind i Syrien.. 
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   76	  
Syrien er et temmelig stort land og ligger lige op ad Libanon og Jordan på den anden side.. 
Israel lige ved siden af også.. 
 
Line:  
Geografien...  
 
Frederik:  
Lige præcis ja, så øhh, det ville være meget meget svært. Jeg kan slet ikke overskue hvad de 
militære konsekvenser eller de regionale konsekvenser ville være ved at gå ind der, så ømm.. 
Ja 
 
Simon:  
Øhh, Ja.. Synes du at.. Retfærdiggør målet midlerne med hensyn til humanitær intervention? 
 
Frederik:  
Ja det er vel det det gør, mmm, det retfærdiggør netop midlerne at man assisterer andre folk 
fordi nu er det så den eneste måde man i Libyen må intervenere i henhold til de konventioner 
som vi har forpligtet os under.. Så det man vel svare ja til. Så kan man så se på bagefter, hvad 
er det egentlig for nogle interesser som ligger til grund for at man så iscenesætter en 
intervention som humanitær eller ej ik?.. 
 
Line:  
Iscenesættelse?.. 
 
Frederik:  
Jamen det er det jo altid, det er jo altid. Det er jo et kæmpe.. Kæmpe game når man skal have 
sat sådan nogle ting i værk. Altså skal man have sikkerhedsrådet med på noget så er det jo et 
korridor arbejde uden lige ovre i FN, altså det er virkelig svært at få folk med på den vogn. Så 
det er selvfølgelig en iscenesættelse ik? Og hvad enten det er det ene eller det andet selvom 
man så kan sige at målet måske synes straight forward så skal det jo alligevel iscenesættes i 
forhold til at blive.. Blive.. Blive præsenteret for koalitionsdeltagere inden for 
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sikkerhedsrådet.. Osv, osv.. Så iscenesættelsen er altid til stede. Altså det er jo en central 
politisk handling lige så snart den bliver offentlig ik?... 
 
Louise:  
Det kan man jo også se i henhold til Rwanda. USA ville jo ikke sige ja og så sidder man jo 
bare en hel verdensbefolkning der kiggede på mens så mange mennesker blev slået ihjel.. 
 
Frederik: Ja, ja, ja... 
 
Simon:  
Øhh, så kører vi også over i noget af det næste.. Hvilken rolle spiller internationale 
organisationer? Hvor vigtig vil du sige de er i forhold til.. 
 
Frederik:  
Hvilke organisationer?? 
 
Simon/Line:  
Det kunne være FN.. Eller Nato eller nogle af de andre der har været inde over denne type 
operationer.. 
 
Frederik:  
Jamen FN er jo folkerettens forum. Hvad kan man sige. Altså sikkerhedsrådet. Altså der kan 
jo være to slags humanitære interventioner, dem der givet med mandat og dem der uden 
mandat ik? Og øhh, den distinktion er jo en distinktion som sættes i sikkerhedsrådet og.. Der 
er jo.. Indtil videre har der ikke været nogle intervention der er forestået inden de så er blevet 
eksekveret ikke.. Så øhh, de spiller da en fuldstændig central rolle og det er jo FN som kan 
give et internationalt mandat til at øhh, intervenere ik?.. Altså alle interventioner er ulovlige 
ikke, man må jo ikke starte en krig i dag med mindre at det sanktioneres af sikkerhedsrådet.  
 
Simon:  
Øhh ja, øhh, hvordan mener du at den her R2P har ændret udviklingen indenfor humanitær 
intervention? 
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Frederik:  
Jamen det er et meget interessant spørgsmål. For det kan jo ses på forskellige niveauer. Dels 
kan det jo ses i forhold til at tænke begrundelser for intervention ik? Og man kan se det som 
noget som kan anvendes til iscenesættelsen af interventioner, militære aktioner. Øhh, på den 
anden side er det også et normsæt som indvirker sådan at man i det hele taget tænker på 
mulige interventioner, områder og øhh, derudover så er det jo også, at man skelner mellem 
retten til at gå i krig og så den ret som er kendt i norm til at gå i altså; Jus Ad Bello og Jus In 
Bello. Og de to regimer påvirkes jo begge to af R2P princippet, fordi det har stor utrolig 
betydning for den ret som placeres i hvilket konflikter, at der er så stigende fokus på.. På 
civile. Og det er et paradoks i humanitær intervention at man går ind for at beskytte nogle og 
så kommer man til at ramme en masse ik? Hvordan for man så, hvordan får man det forklaret? 
Hvordan får man så den iscenesat kan man så sige ik? Og æhh, der kan sige at R2P er jo en, 
hvad kan man sige.. Et udtryk for at verdenssamfundet øhh, i stigende grad bekymrer sig for 
øhh, civile i krig. Altså det er helt klart det som det er ik? Og det handler jo også om 
legitimiteten af militære interventioner i stigende grad kommer til at afhænge af hvorvidt man 
har civile tab eller ej. Altså Libyen - krigen har jo været meget styret af det princip, det har 
været meget styrende for ikke mindst mediernes dækning af krigen men det er jo også 
stigende grad styrkende for de som flyver bombetogterne for eksempel ik? Altså at man er 
utrolig opmærksom på hvad det er for nogle ordrer man får, hvad det er for noget efterretning 
som det baseres på baggrund af og øhh, man ser sig ikke kun som, altså der jo en tendens til at 
man nærmest kan se sig som øhh, offer som soldat hvis man bliver sendt ud på en mission 
som.. Som.. Som rammer de forkerte. Så det der ansvarsprincip er blevet, det har virkelig 
rodfæstet sig i internationale samfund som et samfund i en sammenslutning af stater, men 
også i krigskulturen simpelthen.. Altså i stigende grad en måde hvorved man anskuer militære 
operationer og det synes jeg er interessant. Det er klart noget som er sket, som dengang i 
Vietnam, hvor man begynder at finde ud af hvad der er rigtigt og hvad der egentlig skete ik? 
Og øhh, så efter den kolde krig har det regime jo stille og roligt vokset sig stort. Og man 
bliver også nødt til at se det i det lys at øhh, civile ofre i deres realitet er fraværende i 
iscenesættelsen af krigen, og er det stadigvæk, altså i den danske f.eks. Men ved jo aldrig om 
de Afghanere der er udsat. Vi hører altid om danske soldater som rammer nogle og så bliver 
det et issue for dem at de har været med til at skabe en ulykkelig situation for andre 
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mennesker ik? Men det er meget svært at se hen over hovedet på vores egne soldater ik? Så 
der er jo klart et fokus på civile ofre, samtidig med at det fokus på civile ofre ikke impliceres i 
politikken. Så der er simpelthen så mange ting på spil. Både iscenesættelsen og det politiske 
og praktiske operationelle niveau ik? Og når det kommer til det her praktiske, operationelle 
ansvar for de civile.  
 
Simon:  
Hvordan vil du sige at manglende intervention som i Rwanda har påvirket det her emne?  
 
Frederik: Jamen det har jo påvirket det utroligt meget fordi.. Det har jo stimuleret 
diskussionen om øhh, Hvad det internationale øhh, samfunds ansvar er, og.. Og hvor øhh, 
hvor ansvaret går. Så det har haft utrolig stor betydning. Jeg vil sige hele mediedækningen ik? 
Så.. Og de ting som kom ud efter Rwanda. Så.. Så det har det i høj grad, rigtig høj grad. 
 
Simon: Ømm… 
 
Frederik: Men altså også Kosovo ik? Hvor man så gik ind for sent ik? Og så videre, og så 
videre, og videre ikke? 
 
Simon: Og.. Øhh.. Så har vi sidste spørgsmål, hvilke fremtidige implikationer tror du 
interventioner for nylig som for eksempel dem i Afghanistan, Irak og Libyen kommer til at 
have for det her begreb i fremtiden? Hvordan vil det påvirke det i fremtiden, tror du? 
 
Frederik: Det er et godt spørgsmål, ømm.. Og... (Pause) Jeg ved ikke hvor meget, jeg tror 
begrebsaparatet eller idéen ømm, om, hvad kan man sige, beskyttelsesansvaret vil vokse sig 
stærkere. Det som der jo kommer til at blive interresant, det er jo om det kommer til at få 
nogle øhh.. Øhh.. Juridiske dimensioner, altså om du kan komme til at blive dømt for ikke at 
assistere ikke? Og det handler jo så om, kan man sige selve interventions mekanismen.. Men 
det handler også om, altså at der i stigende grad tror jeg vil etablere sig et positivt 
ansvarsbegreb. Altså lige nu baserer humanitær ret sig jo på et negativt eller passivt 
ansvarsbegreb, ik? "Du må ikke gøre det, og du må ikke gøre det..." Men.. Men.. Men.. Jeg 
tror at i fremtiden vi vil se at vi fortolker humanitær ret mere sammen med 
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menneskerettighederne, det er allerede øhh, i gang ikke? Altså.. Men.. Men, at der vil være en 
stigende fornemmelse af at man har et positivt ansvar i de her meget langtrukne konflikter 
som.. Som.. Som tegner sig øhh, for fremtidens væbnede konflikter øhh, at man muligvis vil 
kunne se øhh, hvad.. Hvad kan man sige, at den internationale strafferetsdomstol går ind og.. 
Og i hvert fald giver advice og opinions, men måske også går ind og fælder dom over stater 
som ikke har formået at beskytte civilbefolkningen godt nok. Jeg ved det ikke, men jeg tror 
det er den vej det kommer til at gå. Og så tror jeg at der bare vil komme flere og flere jurister i 
de.. De militære.. Militære organisationer ikke? Altså fordi så skal man hele tiden.. Hele tiden 
gentænke hvad.. Hvad det betyder at have ansvar ik? Altså, hvad er det for en ansvarsrelation 
som følger af at vi i stigende grad tænker R2P ik? Altså både øhh, før, og i forbindelse med 
øhh, planlægningen af.. Eller begrundelsen af interventioner, og så også i.. I.. I den.. Den mere 
operationelle fase, det tror jeg kommer til at identificere os med endnu mere, det er bare 
endnu et lag af.. Af normer og måske retsnormer som kommer til at tegne konturerne på den 
måde som vi går i krig på.  
 
Louise: Du tror ikke det kommer til at blive et problem når det er sådan international ret i 
forhold til sådan national? Du ved, det er jo altid svært at opretholde international ret. 
 
Frederik: Jo.. Der er jo.. Der er jo rigtig mange ting som er på spil for tiden i forhold til 
spørgsmålet om at kunne holde.. Kunne holde folk øhh, ansvarlige, altså typisk soldater der 
går ind og så videre, og øhh, det handler om extraterritorialitet, det handler om hvorvidt at vi 
kan dømme amerikanske soldater ved de danske domstole for eksempel ik? Ømm, Det 
handler om juridsti.. det handler først og fremmest om juridstiktion ikke? Altså har de danske 
domstole juridstiktion til at gøre det? Den europæiske menneskeretsdomstol har jo kommet 
med nogle domme her i sommers hvor at den mener at Storbritannien har rent faktisk haft 
juridstiktion i Basra på et tidspunkt hvor at britiske soldater øhh, under nogle natlige raids 
dræbte irakere og øhh, domstolen har øhh, besluttet at de pårørende til de irakere rent faktisk 
havde adgang til de britiske råds.. Eller domstols-system, fordi der var juridstiktion og dermed 
ret til at få prøvet deres sag, til at få lavet en undersøgelse af sagen, det er briterne jo flegnet 
fuldstændig ud over, det er de pissesure over ik? Altså mens domstolen egentlig rykker 
rimelig meget frem med forestillingen om, eller med idéen om at extraterritorialitet bør gøre 
sig gældende i.. I.. Den slags situation, så.. Så er der visse stater som har andre holdninger, 
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amerikanerne de slår jo fuldstændig i bak ik? Og så er der jo hele spørgsmålet om 
menneskeretsregimet ik? Altså hvorvidt at det skal.. Skal fungere ik? I krig, altså der er stort 
set enighed om at øhh, at menneskerettighederne øhh, de gælder også i.. I virkeligheden i 
konflikt ømm, international law comission har lige kommet med en ømm, med en rapport her 
i efteråret hvor de også bekræfter at det tilfælde ømm, men det er jo sådan som så øhh, det 
betyder jo ikke at det at der er.. Er lov betyder jo ikke at der er remedier til de.. Så det er jo 
stadig afhængigt af de her spørgsmål omkring juridstiktion ik? Så næste spørgsmål det er jo så 
omkring statsimmunitet ik? Altså man kan jo sige der er lov, og der er juridstiktion- men må 
man så sagsøge statens embedsmænd som soldaterne jo egentlig udgør ik? Altså, så der er 
sådan alle mulige juridiske spørgsmål som der er på spil, og som man bliver nødt til at tage 
højde for når man skal tænke fremtiden for den her form for øhh, for normudvikling, og 
hvorvidt at det egentlig kan blive.. Kan blive gældende lov. Altså.. Der er eddermame langt, 
altså vil jeg sige ik? Men det betyder ikke at man ikke kan forholde sig til det, og at man ikke 
kan.. Kan gøre det til en.. Til en del af den måde som man fører krigen på, og der ser vi jo 
altså et stigende antal jurister som folk i de militære organisationer for hele tiden at.. At 
navigere i.. I.. I.. I det juridiske felt som de jo (mumler) ik? Men det handler også om at vi alle 
sammen ved hvad menneskerettigheder er i dag ik? Og det er blevet en primær.. Det er blevet 
et primært sprog til at.. At kommunikere rettigheder og pligter- også når de er i krig ik? 
 
Simon: Altså man kan sige meget af den diskussion du måske lige har siddet og forklaret, den 
handler måske på nogle.. Om staters egen suverænitet kan man sige, fordi at de vil føle at øhh, 
de her internationale former for lovgivning i nogle tilfælde simpelthen går ind og overskrider 
deres egen suverænitet, ik? 
 
Frederik: Altså immunitetsprincippet handler jo om.. Om statens suverænitet ikke? Men også.. 
Altså det.. Det handler om at et lands øhh, civile domstole ikke må begynde og sagsøge en 
anden stats øhh, embedsmænd øhh, eller.. Eller.. Hvad kan man sige.. Øhh, handlinger som er 
afledt af.. Af statspraksisser ikke? I særdeleshed personer som har direkte tilknytning til staten 
og hvad de nu.. Hvad i deres embedes medføre.. Og så forskellige situationer som er skabt af.. 
af.. Af statslige handlinger ik? Og hvis man begynder at opløse den del.. Så begynder det lige 
plud.. Så begynder grænsen mellem, lad os sige, Danmark og Sveriges juridstiktion begynder 
at blive.. At blive flydende ikke? Så det er jo også en kæmpe.. Kæmpe diskussion som kører 
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inden for jurister, de internationale jurister, for tiden ikke? Øhh, og der er jo også en enorm 
konflikt der.. Der begynder at vokse frem ik? Når man begynder at snakke om sådan noget 
som Jus Cogens og Erga Omnes, altså Jus Cogens er sådan nogle rettigheder som du ikke må 
divergere fra, altså totur er Jus Cogens, øhh, retten til liv er Jus Cogens ik? Erga Omnes 
betyder jo så at.. At ansvaret tilfalder alle, det vil sige at.. At.. At har vi en tortur situation så 
tilfalder det.. Så er det i alles interesse, det vil sige alle staters, alle domstoles interesse at 
ømm.. At.. At undersøge sagen, eventuelt øhh.. At.. At køre en sag ømm, og den idé, kan man 
sige, er jo i direkte modsætning til idéen om staters immunitet. Og så har vi også en lang 
diskussion siden starten af.. Af 90'erne om.. Om det hierarkiske forhold imellem universelle 
retsnormer og så immunitetsprincippet ik? Altså Pinochet var et godt eksempel, med 
Pinochet-sagen ikke? Han blev jo så retsforfør.. Retsforfulgt for forbrydelser mod øhh, mod 
menneskeheden ikke? Eller var det tortur? Det kan jeg sgu ikke engang huske, det må I lige 
tjekke efter en gang, hvad det var Pinochet-sagen den handlede om ik? Men det.. Der kan man 
se de der brudflader nogle gange i.. I domstolene ikke? Ja… 
 
Simon: Yes.. Det sidste er vel sådan mere eller mindre blevet gennemgået, ik (henvendt til 
resten af gruppen)? 
 
Line: Jo, det tidligere, det tidligere.. 
 
Simon: Så, jeg ved ikke, har I noget I vil tilføje ellers? 
 
Line: Tror vi har været hele vejen rundt. 
 
Frederik: Fyr løs, fyr løs, nu er I her. 
 
Line og Louise: Ja.. Ja..  
 
Frederik: (Hoster) Jeg er lidt rusten i halsen, så hvis vi lige.. 
 
Louise: (Griner) Det er ok også.. (Pause) Det er jo mere.. Nu tænkte vi også på det der med 
det økonomiske aspekt også.. 
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Simon: Altså man.. Det er måske også lidt blevet dækket alligevel.. 
 
Line og Louise: Ja.. 
 
Simon: Og vi snakkede om ressourcer og interesser og så videre ik? 
 
Louise: Jo, men især også ressourcer ik? Man kan jo også se med war-tribunalsne der træder.. 
Og prøver at dømme alle dem her.. Det tager jo.. Det tager jo EVIGHEDER at komme alle de 
her mennesker igennem, de sidder jo i fængsel, selv nogle af de der soldater tilbage fra 
Rwanda de har jo siddet i sådan nogle mikroceller i.. Pissemange år og ventet på at blive dømt. 
 
Frederik: Mmm.. 
 
Louise: Og det er jo fordi det skal fundes det hele ik? 
 
Frederik: Det er nogle meget store apparater som bliver.. Som bliver sat i.. Sat i sving ik? Og 
det er jo.. Det er jo på godt og ondt.. Må man nok sige... Ømm.. Men det er også.. Også svært 
at sige det der.. Det kan man sige.. Er det økonomiske interesser eller det ene eller det andet 
som driver det, det er jo ikke.. Det er nogle store dynamikker som er.. Som er.. Som er i sving 
ik? Og.. Altså man må også se på "hvad med dansk".. Altså hvordan er økonomiske interesser 
skruet sammen ikke? Altså, der er ingen tvivl om at Danmark har haft mange økonomiske 
interesser i forhold til at deltage i Afghanistan krigen ik? Altså i forhold til.. Og i forhold til 
USA og så videre ik? Altså.. Og ømm, der er endnu ikke nogen der har sat sig ned og set på 
hvorvidt at det rent faktisk gavnede den danske økonomi, og hvorvidt det rent faktisk gavnede 
dansk business øhh, og vores handelsrelationer til USA at vi.. At vi deltog i det game, og det.. 
Jeg har ikke set nogle tal på det, så det kunne jo være ret interessant at se på hvis man skal 
skrive et speciale på et eller andet tidspunkt ik? Altså, at lave en evaluering af det her ik? 
Altså fordi vi havde en klage ik? "Det er godt for Danmark at være en del af det her"- ik? Og 
det er klart selvfølgelig går vi også med som koalitionsdeltager i at vi tror på sagen og vi 
synes vi har en interesse i Afghanistan.. Øhh.. Man der har jo helt klart også været en 
forestilling om at det har været.. Godt for Danmark.. Og.. Og deltage i det her, så det synes 
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jeg rejser et kæmpe stort spørgsmål netop om.. Om.. Øhh.. Om hvordan man så kan måle det, 
og også, i forhold til lignende situationer i fremtiden ikke? Og også med Libyen, det har 
eddermame også været dyrt for Danmark at gøre ik? Altså.. Og.. 
 
Simon: Der bevæger du dig lidt måske over i noget af det jeg overvejede at spørge om nu, 
nemlig, det er jo dyrt at lave de her interventioner, og hvilken rolle tror du det spiller for.. For 
hvor villige folk.. Altså hvad kan man sige, det de skal bruge på det- målt op imod det de har 
at tjene på det potentielt set? 
 
Frederik: (Pause) Altså USA er jo fallit, de er jo fuldstændig på røven ik? Altså, så der er jo 
ingen tvivl om at øhh.. Det er et land med tusinde militærbaser rundt omkring i verden ik? 
Øhh.. Og.. Der er jo ikke nogen der har været klar over hvad det her det ville koste.. Altså det 
er det som er.. Et mysterium for.. Der er INGEN tal i Danmark som.. Måske nogle 
overordnede tal, men der er ikke nogle breakdowns, der er ikke nogen udregning af "hvor er 
pengene blevet af".. Altså.. Hvad har vi fået for det her, ik? Ikke kun os, men altså sådan i det 
hele taget ik? Så, ømm.. Der har.. Er jo en forestilling om at krig øhh.. At krig er noget 
exceptionelt, som er nødvendigt ik? Sådan så at.. Vi behøves ikke bogføre på samme måde 
man gør som hvis man er.. Brugtvognsforhandler, eller et eller andet i den stil ik? Altså det er 
jo lidt paradoksalt kan man jo sige ik? Altså.. Øhh.. Så.. Så.. Og i fremtiden kommer det til at 
betyde utrolig meget, altså fordi vi har simpelthen ikke råd til det her, altså.. Det er alt, alt, alt.. 
Altså Libyen er kommet til at koste tre gange så meget som vi havde regnet med eller i den 
stil ik? Øhh.. Men altså tallene i USA, er jo.. De er jo ASTRONOMISKE ik? Altså, og de er 
jo.. Der er jo ingen der.. I kan jo se der er jo.. Hvad hedder det, "Cost of war-" øhh, "-Project" 
er jo meget interessant, øhh, det synes jeg sikkert I skulle tjekke ud en gang, tror bare det 
hedder "costofwar.org", nogle på Watson-Institute øhh, i USA som har sat sig ned og forsøgt 
at lave nogle beregninger.. Altså, hvad har det kostet øhh, at vinde det her? Og øhh.. Der er 
en.. En rapport som kommer her fra Peter Hansen her fra DIIS som tror jeg har været 
udkommet i sommer som forsøger at sætte nogle tal på hvad kampen mod terrorisme har 
kostet, i Danmark ik? Det er virkelig, virkelig store penge som øhh.. Som.. Som der ikke er 
nogen øhh, mærkater på ik? 
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Line: Vi fandt nogle tal for sådan noget military spendings generelt for nogle forskellige 
europæiske lande.. 
 
Frederik: Mmm...   
 
Line: ..I nogle år ik? Men det er jo sådan.. Det er på alt militær på et år ik? (Pause) Så, Der 
kan man måske godt udlede lidt af det.. 
 
Frederik: Ja... 
 
Simon: Men det andet der, det lyder da i hvert fald fint.. 
 
Line: Men det andet er noget man måske selv skulle arbejde sig frem til. 
 
Frederik: Altså der er helt klart hvad jeg.. Altså det må man også helt klart også kunne google 
sig frem til.. Nogen der skriver noget om de her ting, det vil helt klart sætte en (mumler) for 
fremtiden, altså der er ingen der vil have et Irak eller Afghanistan i virkeligheden på den måde, 
så øhh.. Øhh.. Og der er også på grund af de omkostninger øhh.. Som.. Det er jo der.. 
Spørgsmålet er jo om man på et tidspunkt begynder at stille spørgsmålstegn ved om det 
overhovedet kan betale sig øhh, at føre krig ik? Øhh.. Vi er jo også.. Vi lever jo i en perio.. I 
en epoke hvor krigen er en mulighed, det er et øhh.. Det er et legitimt værktøj som man øhh.. 
Som man kan bruge. Og øhh.. Der er ikke så mange diskussioner af hvorvidt at det bør være 
det eller ej. Og det tror jeg det kommer til at være mere i fremtiden, altså.. Det er ikke.. Vi 
kommer aldrig ud af.. Vi kommer aldrig væk fra at øhh.. Fra at på en.. Hvad kan man sige.. På 
en eller anden måde at have brug for at øhh, have adgang til militære magtmidler, men.. Men 
jeg tror vi kommer til at gentænke øhh, hvornår det rent faktisk er praktisk fornuftigt at 
anvende, både i forhold til hvad det skaber ”on the ground”, altså fordi.. Øhh.. Altså Irak og 
Afghanistan lige nu ser sgu temlig kaotisk ud- i mine øjne, og, hvad kunne man havde brugt 
de penge til? Jeg tror man vil kunne (mumler). Men der er det også.. Politikere, de ryger jo 
også så hurtigt igennem kontorerne ik? Så der er jo nok også forskellige politikere, forskellige 
præsidenter, som.. Ja. Forskellige partipolitiske.. Og så videre og så videre ik? 
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Simon: Ja..                                                                        
 
Frederik: Hvordan skal det konstrueres som opgave? Altså sådan her- hvordan skal afsnittene 
være? 
 
(Herefter diskuterer gruppen og Frederik kort hvordan projektet kan gribes an i omkring ét 
minut. Der snakkes om teoretiske tilgange, og hvordan forskellige aktører ser på FN. Herefter 
vender Frederik tilbage til emnet for interviewet)  
 
Frederik: … Det er jo også interessant at se på sammenblandingen ik? Altså, at man tænker jo 
i stigende grad over at øhh.. At blande sådan noget som beredskabsstyrelser og forsvaret ik? 
Netop for at tage højde for.. For øhh.. For den form for humanitære assistance situationer man 
kan få brug for sammen, det kan være jordskælv, det kan være hungerskatastrofer øhh, og så 
videre og så videre ikke? Altså.. Altså vi er jo begyndt at indse at det ikke er praktisk at have 
de adskillelser fordi det bliver.. 
 
Louise: Nej det er vel.. 
 
Frederik: Det medfører nogle utrolige koordineringsproblemer ik? 
 
Louise: Der er jo meget administrativt.. 
 
Line: Ja det.. 
 
Frederik: Ja lige præcis ik? Også.. Men også sprogligt og så videre og så videre ik? Der er 
simpelthen så store sproglige øhh, forskelle på miljøerne, ik? Det ville simpelthen bare være 
svært at få.. Få aid workers og military folks til at snakke sammen, så.. Det tror jeg også 
kommer til at ske i fremtiden, der kommer helt sikkert til at være en meget større 
sammenblanding af de.. De to felter. Og man ser det jo allerede som, hvis I ser på sådan noget 
som "african command" så kan I jo se hvordan.. Hvad det er for nogle øhh, forhold, som de 
øhh, begrunder deres eksistens i. Og det er jo sådan noget som at.. At øhh.. At overfiskning 
ved kysterne medfører proteinmangel i fremtiden til afrikanerne ik? Så skal military 
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   87	  
command.. Det er ret interessant ik? Altså at det.. Det.. Altså ømm.. Amerikanerne ser jo i 
stigende Afrika som et militært problem ik? Men det er også et militært problem som ømm, 
altså når de så siger militært problem så er det jo også en militær forståelse som involverer 
alle mulige former for.. For øhh.. For assistance ik? Men det er en anerkendelse af at U.S. - 
Aid ikke kan operere øhh, uden at der er en øhh, en militær beskyttelse som ligesom får.. Får 
smækket en.. En korridor op ik? Altså også på mere everyday.. Altså HIV-programmer og 
sådan nogle ting kørers jo også i stor stil af den Amerikanske.. I Afrika.. Det er ret interessant 
ik? Altså at man har det skift, så.. Så kan man jo snakke om, er det en humanitær 
intervention? Altså det er det jo ikke sådan i klassisk forstand vel? Men det er da i hvert fald 
en måde at bruge det militære system på at intervenere i et andet land ik? Altså, vi går ikke 
ind og bomber og så videre og så videre vel? Så der er nogle funktions- øhh, -forskydninger 
som måske ligger lidt uden for spørgsmålet omkring den store form for humanitær 
intervention som I snakker om og hvad R2P kommer til at betyde for fremtidens politiske 
agenda i det henseende. 
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Appendix	  3	  
Interview with Annika Bergman-Rosamund 
 
Annika starts off the conversation by introducing herself and what she specialises in: 
 
Annika: ...Women and.. Gendered violence, sexual violence, and.. But also doing a whole set 
of other issues that.. Umm.. Relate theoretically to.. Help to understand how different.. Ehh.. 
Forms of ethics, justice, how those two concepts relate and all that, and.. Against the 
backdrop of all that what I did was to.. I printed out some of the overheads that I use for my 
teaching so.. That's what this is, it's not me having kind of.. Prepared loads (everybody 
laughs). Ok so, I thought that might be useful, and I might refer to some of it as well when 
we're talking. 
 
Line: OK! 
 
Louise: That's fine! 
 
Simon: That would be VERY useful!  
 
Annika: Maybe you can.. Umm.. Explain your project, what.. What it is that you're doing on 
humanitarian intervention, that's what you're doing.. 
 
Line: It's.. 
 
Annika: And it's a co-authored dissitation, that you're doing the three of you, together?  
 
Line and Louise: Yes..  
 
Simon: Uhh, well.. I mean.. Basically we're looking at the.. Development of humanitarian 
intervention, since the 90's, uh.. Especially looking at how Rwanda changed everything with 
the uhh.. Responsibility to protect.. 
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Annika: OK... 
 
Simon: And all these things. And then we're looking at how it has affected more recent 
interventions like Libya. 
 
Annika: OK, so you're trying to provide a historical tracing.. 
 
Simon: Yeah.. 
 
Annika: ..But also applying it to an understanding in the context of contemporary 
international politics. 
 
Group: Yeah. 
 
Annika: So is that your major in IR at RUC, what.. What, you're studying global politics? 
 
Louise: Global Politics. 
 
Line: Yeah.. 
 
Annika: Ok, so you're all.. Ok, marvelous.. So, do you have a particular thesis, something that 
you're.. Like a research objective or something in particular that you're trying to prove, or 
some understanding of humanitarian intervention? Are you critical of the concept? 
 
Line: We're critical of the concept.. 
 
Simon: Yeah..  
 
Line: ..Because we find it very hard to define.. 
 
Annika: Yes.. 
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Line: So many.. Various meanings.. 
 
Louise: We pretty much found out that any humanitarian intervention is.. Is by military.. 
 
Annika: Mmm.. 
 
Louise: So.. What is the real definition of humanitarian intervention? Is it really humanitarian 
aid they go as.. 
 
Annika: Mmm.. 
 
Louise: Or is it.. For other reasons? 
 
Annika: Sure, but which authors have you been reading so far in terms of (mumbles) 
interventionist? 
 
Line: We have been reading all sorts of authors.. 
 
Louise: We have a bit of Keohane.. 
 
Simon: Yeah.. 
 
Annika: And.. you've read.. you've read Nick Wheeler I suppose? "Saving strangers"? 
 
Line: No.. 
 
Annika: You must read that, when are you submitting? 
 
Line: 20th.. Of December. 
 
Annika: Ah, so you've got a few more.. Dates to go. 
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Line: Heh, yeah.. 
 
(Annika begins looking for Wheeler's book in her office) 
 
Annika: It must be that I've got the book at home, but.. It should be in your library, if not.. 
Then they should order it for you.. I think. 
 
Group: (Laughs) Yeah.. 
 
Line: Well, that's great with some recommendations.. 
 
Annika: Gahhh!.. I've got such a mess in here, so you will just have to bear with me..  
 
Line: (Laughs with the rest of the group) That's OK.. 
 
Annika: Ha! It's Nicholas Wheeler, W-H-E-E-L-E-R.. 
 
Line: Wheeler.. 
 
Annika: Nicholas is his first name, and Nicholas.. his first book is called "saving strangers", 
because that's the whole point, you're.. Intervene for the whole purpose of saving strangers 
beyond borders.. But it should be that, it could well be that I'm working with it at home.. But I 
think at the least, that from a British IR stroke, sort of ethical status in global politics, you can 
sort of.. Nick Wheeler is one of the big old guys, has.. A num.. You can actually keep these, 
these might actually be of use to you.. (Refers to the printed lecture slides Annika has brought 
with her for the interview)  
 
Line: Yeah.. 
 
Annika:  But what he has done, is to umm.. Not provide a perfect set of requirements, for.. 
Humanitarian intervention, cause that's very hard as you've just pointed out, but at least to try 
to suggest a set of criteria that need to be met.. For an intervention to take place. 
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Louise: Yeah.. 
 
Annika: And in doing so, drawing upon just war theory, umm.. So the notion that.. You 
should only.. Resort to brute force as a last resort.. 
 
Line: Which is.. 
 
Annika: ..And think think about a supreme humanitarian emergency, so these.. (Picks up an 
overhead).. Here. So these are the kind of criteria that he has come up with- (Line's phone 
starts ringing) 
 
Line: Sorry..! 
 
Annika: -So admittedly- it's OK, don't worry about it (At Line)- and.. But being quite clear 
that they're not.. Easily applied. 
 
Simon: Mmm, Yeah.. 
 
Annika: But it's a starting point. Now.. If we were to look at this, from like his.. Perspective, 
and like the first one very much ties into what you were saying (At Louise), "what's 
humanitarian about humanitarian intervention", and you're saying that is has to meet a 
supreme humanitarian emergency.. 
 
Simon: Mmm, mmm... 
 
Annika: ..Needs to be something that shakes us so much.. Which upsets.. The human 
conscience so much that we can imagine that brute force is going to help in putting a stop to.. 
Humanitarian disasters, not so much as in.. But.. Actually, human rights abuses more, I mean.. 
And.. And in particular.. Particularly cruel leaders who turn on their own people.. So.. But, to 
come to any, to write anything conclusive as to what this supreme humanitarian emergency 
might be is not an easy task, because as we know, states.. Even though that we know neo-
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realist thought assumes that states all behave the same, the only thing that varies is the kind of 
capacity, or strength in the international.. Umm.. Distribution of power, BUT.. So.. So from 
that sort of perspective we can imagine all sorts of states behaving in the same sort of way. 
But we know that's not the case, and that a lot of the norms, the values, the national interests, 
are constituted within.. A sort of national community, and the same could be said about 
humanitarian intervention of course, that what are.. What my particular country Sweden might 
assume that to be can be quite different from what for example China or Russia might.. 
Assume it to be, two states that are NOTORIOUSLY.. Hesitant, to talk about humanitarian 
intervention in the Security Council, as you know. So, I'm thinking that, looking at least at the 
first chapter of his book which I think, since you're three people.. That's brilliant, cause you 
can, I mean, divide the work between you.. 
 
Line and Louise: Yeah (Laugh).. 
 
Annika: So you can still kind of prop up your argument. Now I think that looking at his work 
and looking at these different criteria that he sets up would be, a way of umm.. Checking, 
whether your particular case studies really are.. All that humanitarian. 
 
Simon: Mmm.. 
 
Annika: You know, I think that it can help you to provide the critique that you're after, sort of.. 
To prop it up, to sort of, sustain it, in the literature, maybe. I guess.. Have you read.. Do you.. 
Come across Alex Bellamy? Do a search online or a google search, he's written loads.. 
 
Louise: He sounds like.. He sounds familiar.. 
 
Simon: Yeah, he.. 
 
Annika: I think that you'd.. Umm.. You probably have come across him, it's just that, we can't 
remember everything, we read. When you read so much as I do it's a big.. But, Bellamy, has 
worked- he's a colleague of me you know- his (mumbles), and he has tried to rethink 
humanitarian intervention, tried to rethink just war theory, in particular, more recently in 
State	  Sovereignty	  and	  R2P	  Line	  Pihl	  Dalbøl,	  Louise	  Clarke	  &	  Simon	  Hubert	  Presley	  	  
	   94	  
terms of intervention and the kind of criteria we might apply in deeming whether war is just 
or not, in the con text of the war on terror. Sort of so as to say new types of war.. Such as the 
war on terror, where we don't even know the enemy, requires new ways of thinking of war, 
and whether war is just, and this is the kind of thing he's doing, this is an earlier piece, but 
what he's done- and I think that really speaks to what you said- reading him.. Good thing, we 
need to think about the nexus- that's probably what I've said to my student's, but anyway- the 
nexus between humanitarianism and intervention. And he poses the question: "what's so..".. I 
mean how.. That's often, and I think this applies to a lot of modern interventions: they're more 
interventionist than humanitarian. 
 
Louise: Mmm.. 
 
Annika: They're very.. Centered, or.. Framed within military discources, umm.. And.. And I 
think there's often a mistake that a lot of interventions that have taken place are humanitarian, 
when in fact, they're more.. They're military interventions. As such, there isn't an awful lot of 
milita.. Humanitarian about them. I you were to think of.. I mean there is some sort of.. Effort, 
to (mumbles) your.. Motives for going to war in ethical lan- "we want to remove Saddam 
Hussein because he's a particularly brutal leader"- of course, that's, some kind of.. 
Humanitarian discourse, BUT.. We also know that there were a lot of national interests at play, 
that perhaps were the driving force in this conflict. 
Annika: So to for example to define Iraq as a humanitarian intervention does not make sense. 
Afghanistan very tricky to is that how humanitarian is it there are humanitarian features to it 
like like we often specially in this country and in Sweden, (ehh) we are about young girls, 
look how well we have done young girls have been sent to school and the women can leave 
their houses even without the burka at times.  
  
Line: uhm 
 
Annika: you know so it is about these justifications are often (ehmm) constructed in the 
aftermath of the initial intervention  
 
Louise: ya 
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Annika: and this is (all talking at once not able to hear what is said) probable something you 
have come across  
 
L+S+L : all agreeing  
 
Annika: so ehm I thinking Bellamy and Wheeler to start with and then there is a scholar called 
Matt McDonald he has written excellent stuff on intervention and Bellamy and McDonald are 
both at the University of Queensland in Australia. So if you go on to their politics site or to 
their homepage you will see that ehm well you can just explore (arghmm) their articles you go 
on to these to scholars and you find that eghmm 
 
Line: Okay 
 
Annika: and they have written quite a lot of articles, which is easy then you can just download 
them instead of trying to discover that the books are out that everyone else is having them to.  
 
Line uhmm 
 
Annika: The same for Wheeler he has written numerous articles so you can get the gist of his 
arguments through reading articles. erghmm... I assume that their where questions that you 
had prepared, that you might want to discuss. 
 
Simon: Ya she has pretty much touched open the first one  
 
Annika: Which one was that 
 
Simon: that would be “how do you define humanitarian intervention”, and I think you have 
pretty much said 
 
Annika: uhmm 
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Simon: what the difficulties of that would be  
 
Annika: ya, is very hard 
 
Simon: argh so maybe we should just go on the next one, which is when do states/ 
international regimes intervene, and what is essential when choosing to intervene or not to 
intervene? 
 
Annika: uhmm, I suppose in my opinion it would be but this is strictly my kind of theoretical 
take on it, is that it would have to meet very strict criteria of ehm, ethical criteria ehh often 
drawing upon just war theory and this notions that, ehmm I mean I’m not strictly opposed to 
intervention as such because certain crimes I think in global politics are so severe and so uhm 
damaging to the soul of that particularly nation or that particularly country there would be 
very strange to sit back and do nothing, so at times I think war not war so much but violence 
can justify  violence for a short period and that is one criteria that you want to answer if you 
look.. 
(Annika looks through some papers she has in front of her) 
I don't know... well actually one of the criteria that we often use is this reasonable hope of 
success that you need, you can't go in somewhere and assume.. or have some sense a good 
preconception of what the conflict is about what civilians eh what the particularly problems of 
civilians are you know the geography you know the country you have a prior knowledge of 
the country but that is not enough because I think you also and this is missing out a bit is that 
there isn't enough dialog with the ground often so a lot of (pause) interventions are driven by 
western states often the great powers or what we might define as the great powers and often as 
you know the interventions are being opposed upon the countries and such and there isn't 
perhaps sufficient dialog with opposition groups or I think Libya is somewhat different it 
seems like the international community has learned a little bit at least but ehm so sort of 
sufficient knowledge sufficient dialog exhorts all other means, so you don't jump of the kind 
of brute force train without having examined other means and also don't (pause) I think.. I 
think is  one of the key problems is this ehmm (pause) attempt to ehm to dress up a lot of 
interventions within humanitarian language so I think you need to be honest is it a military 
intervention or is it not is there anything humanitarian about it you know it is better to be 
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honest if you want to go and bomb the shit out of people don't quote me on that it’s better to 
be honest about it rather than trying to often as one of you said in the aftermath construct 
something to justify your actions erhmm there was something else I was thinking of (pause).... 
uhm ya I think you need to avoid sort of near colonial justifications and be very careful 
throughout so that is my advice but who am I to advice no one but listen to me but (laugh)  
 
Line: umm  
 
Annika: If they did ehh I’ll say that you know what would you sustain some picture of 
yourself that the non western world would have already and that you come in you shoot you 
bomb and then you sort of take apart a structure their might have been. In Afghanistan for 
example without ehm, and sort of ehm then reinforce other non-western states conception on 
how you pursue your foreign policy and I think through dialog and being more aware of the 
situation involving more civilians perhaps or representatives of civilians, I mean this is my 
whole take on global politics anyway, that you know it needs to be more community building 
more dialog between states  
 
Simon: So with regards to states that intervene what do you think is the most important thing 
for them is it the wish to end some kind of atrocity or could it be other more ulterior motives 
that are driving them?  
 
Annika: Probable both I should imagine so that ehmm (short pause) I think a lot of states 
there is no doubt that states want to pursue their national interest but they often want to do 
good. 
 
Line: uhm  
 
Annika: And I think national interests and ehm values and value guided foreign policy are 
part of the same story so for example for Norway a small state ehh and we know ehh cause we 
live in Scandinavia all of us that Norway is big on peace negotiations, mediating in conflicts it 
has been very involved Sri Lanka for example trying to mediate with Tamil tigers it’s the 
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issue around of the annual peace prize and all that and it seems to be a very cosy kind of 
lovely state where we know what is happening this summer but it has that self identity  
 
Line: uhm 
 
Annika: ehm of course you could argue that that’s why should we doubt that I’m sure there 
are dimensions to Norwegian foreign policy there are couched within humanitarian motives 
and commitments but it’s for a small state it’s also smart to brand yourself in that kind of 
peaceful ehm discourse and practise because you then find a niche for yourself you know this 
is what we do and if we weren’t doing that we might not do much at all so there are 
advantages of being good being a good state is it can provide some ehmm ehh have you found 
any of Ian's courses I guess that ehh Ian Manners because he is in your department isn't he? 
 
Louise: he is more on the  
 
Annika: EU  
 
Louise: he is on EU but he is also on the  
 
Annika: PHD 
 
Louise: Masters program  
 
Annika: Masters, but what he has done is to talk about normative power, which may be for 
the European union, normative power being the kind of power that you can use to transform 
international relations in a kind of more ehmm positive sense ehh so ehm not positive 
progressive rather progressive so you can use ehmm so you can try to impact upon what 
might seem to be normal in international relations in a progressive way and I think this is 
what may be small and medium sized states trying to do through their foreign policy ehm and 
I have no doubt for example and this is quite tricky ground ehm that George Bush in 
undertaking all these ehm interventions (unclear what is said) sort of progressive folks in the 
north of Europe might think that was not particularly ethical it is not ethical justified and it is 
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not moral but that’s (mumble) and I would probable sort of assume that to be the case but if 
you read his statements on the pinning his decisions to go into Iraq and Afghanistan you see 
that they are flavoured by very moral near conservative language so I think it is important to 
remember that each state has its own morality and they will convince themselves that this is a 
moral undertaking I think so I think ehm to cut it short ehm there are national interests such as 
oil, economic gains and all those things but that is not the whole story. States do ehm a lot of 
states do wish to do good but also to be seen to do good ehm but ehm the problem of course is 
the selectivity the fact that the international community and the states making up that 
community decide to intervene in certain cases but others not so for example ehm I mean you 
are interested in Rwanda it is a very important example in this context but also Zimbabwe like 
you know the (mumble) and other ehm sort of humanitarian ehm or rather human rights 
abuses that go on unnoticed in the international community because there is no obvious gain 
or they don't really sort of ehm I mean Burma for example 
 
Line: uhm  
 
Annika: China no (mumble) a power or a state in a very remote part of the world that doesn't 
perhaps isn't all that important or if it’s so important and so large 
 
Line: ya 
 
Annika: that you can't do anything, then states won't intervene so the kind of so you could say 
that there are normative ethical arguments but states operate in a kind of overarching 
distribution of power to 
 
Line: uhm 
 
Annika: where it might not (mumble) you know no one in their right mind would even think it 
would make sense to go in and military intervene into one of the great powers anyway 
 
Line: uhm 
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Annika: and it probably would upset the order of things more than actually making any real 
difference  
 
Simon: ehm well (talking to Louise) what do you think of this one purpose or the means 
hasn't that already been touched upon quite a bit 
 
Annika: I’m pre-empting all your questions (all mumbles at once and laughing) 
 
Simon: Excellent that is eh ya but what do you believe is the role of international 
organisations in all of this? 
 
Annika: uhm that is a very good question, very important because I don't think that an 
intervention really should take place without the Security Council mandate affirm mandate, I 
think we know from Denmark and from Sweden if you cause one of the things I am doing at 
the moment is to write an article on gendered justifications for intervention where I’m looking 
at Danish and Swedish justifications and trying to see how they often are justified within the 
context of women's rights and I can't remember the question I’m terribly sorry (laughing) my 
thoughts just wandered off, so interesting 
 
Simon: ehm lets see eh what do you believe is the role of international organisations? 
 
Annika: oh right, well there was some sense in what I was trying to say 
 
Line: laughs 
 
Annika: Denmark and Sweden but I think Sweden even more because Denmark decided latter 
on to go in to Iraq without a clear UN mandate and it is not as much of a problem in Sweden 
when Sweden as a non-alliance state as you know decided to into Afghanistan a war zone that 
is not unproblematic for a state that proclaims to not be part of any alliance ehm a continuous 
defence of Sweden’s participation in this intervention is the clear UN mandate and if you look 
at all the countries participating in Afghanistan that sort of provides some sense of 
justification now it can be abused but I think there must be the starting point I also think it is 
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important to involve regional groupings so for example if you think about the intervention 
into ehmm Darfur in Africa them ehm I think the international community including the 
European Union was quite clear that they wanted the African union to be heavily involved 
and I think that is smart to think about regional organisation operating under the command if 
you like of the United Nations being employed in warzones where they have perhaps more of 
a regional or local knowledge and are not being seen as being all that imposing perhaps or not 
as imposing of course there are erhm so I think and also its very ehm I think it is important to 
have different kinds of organisations European Union is often seen as but despite having a 
military army these days it’s still seen as more of a soft player it’s a peace builder peace erhm 
its a sort of peace broker but it doesn't military intervene as NATO would under the command 
now of the United Nations so I think the legitimacy will only come through the endorsement 
of the United Nations the efficiency the local efficiency local erhm legitimacy can come 
through more and more involvement of regional institutions so I think that they are incredible 
important. 
 
Simon: Yes ehm then how would you say that the erhm the responsibility to protect has 
changed the development of humanitarian intervention? 
 
Annika: A lot I think because now the emphasis as you know is on protection as supposed to 
intervention and that is more in line with the perhaps more progressive conception of erhm 
what it is to do good in global politics also its taking away the emphasis perhaps of the 
intervening powers to that local government or the local leaders  who are being given the 
responsibility to protect their own people if that’s trust or that authority brakes down its only 
then I’m sorry (Laughs) its only then that ehh the states can decide to go in so it’s a kind of 
reversal of power and it is more inclusive I think to emphasize the responsibility to protect but 
that is also a concept which is quite fluffy and it is not always clear of what it involves it has 
been as you know been very associated with "menneskelig säkerhet" (Swedish) human 
security. 
 
Louise: uhm 
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Annika: Which in itself is quite a fluffy concept and the responsibility to protect whom and 
who offers this erh responsibility so it is difficult because we don't particularly and we don't 
always know who the actors are who is being invested with the task of offering responsibility 
and a lot of I think breakdowns of protection within states go on unnoticed. 
 
Louise: uhm 
 
Annika: So.. But I think it is still a positive development away from intervention because 
interventions sounds and is I think more militaristic where as protection I think the 
responsibility of protect is also you know it is not all about erhm military force it is about 
development social political economic development so it is kind of moving away some of the 
very significant issues from egh to a militaristic  
 
Line: uhm  
 
Annika: conception of duty. 
 
Simon: Arghm how would you say the failures to intervene like in Rwanda have affected eh 
the development of intervention or humanitarian intervention? 
 
Annika: well there is a lot of shame I think involved in not being able to prevent almost a 
million Rwandans being brutally killed, I heard some figures of how many women have been 
raped you might correct me but I think something like maybe 400.000 women or so where 
raped in the conflict it is just the sort of a atrocity that makes you feel sick just thinking of it. 
 
Louise: it really does 
 
Annika: ya and I think that erhm that there was shame there was a sense of not having done 
anything at all or under French particularly failing grossly and Rwanda where you would 
imagine they would have some sense of for where they didn't do much or too late 
(MUMBLE) and it was a real problem so I think it has inspired erhmm sort of ways of 
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thinking of protection for sure and it was central to the move towards the responsibility to 
protect norm, on the other hand erhm it is very hard to kind of identify erhm very clear
cut examples of humanitarian intervention 
even since Rwanda and I think this is the 
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problem you know there is emphasis on I think the international community since 1990s which is 
the date you are interested in I think is a starting point, has moved towards intervention because we 
had the emergence of new wars and that Mary Kaldor kind of take on the new wars, new wars being 
fought within states rather than between states that the you know that really defines African 
conflicts as you know so erhm and also erhm I think there is more flexibility in the erhm Security 
Council these days so that there aren’t as many vetoes as there where during the cold war.  
And I think Rwanda as an example would have this inspired you know a move towards both more 
intervention and protection, but the more intervention, is a good or a bad thing is a moral question, 
but its inspiring, and in probable inspired decision erhm  by NATO to go into Kosovo but how 
much we can link this two events together I do not know but there was a sense that a least a part of 
Europe that we are not gonna  have another genocide in our back quarters, we not going to have 
another Srebrenica that we had in Yugoslavia.  
 
Simon: erm we have already talked a lot about that one do should we just round of with this. Ergm 
what future implications do you think the recent interventions like in Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya 
would have for the future of the R2p and humanitarian intervention? 
Annika: I think that if we were Afghanistan I don’t I mean isn’t your foreign minister is in trouble 
for having said recently, that he doesn’t think that military. 
Simon. ya  
Annika:  you don’t used to military he has a point, is not going terrible well is it and ahmm so 
Afghanistan depending on what’s going to happen whether the Afghani authorities themselves will 
be able to offer protections of their own country erhm if they can take over the security sector, if 
they can have a democratically grounded police force I mean I don't think it is too early to really 
judge whether the intervention into Afghanistan is going to erhm actually either do erhm good to 
well good that is not a good word to use, either to prop up military intervention or indeed erhm 
maybe make states more cautious before they decide to intervene I should imagine (MUMBLE) to 
make states more cautious because it has been such a long winded war and states have desperately 
tried to find justifications for this war within humanitarian language after the initial intervention 
trying to erhm construct a sense of it being a good war a good intervention I think that’s come very 
very hard and a lot of voices in Afghanistan quilling for foreign troop’s to leave it has become such 
erhm such a long war it has stretched over so many years as we know because both your country 
my country have soldiers in there we have been implied in some kind of discourse which is very 
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unusual for the Scandinavian states in the first place erhm so I think it might erhm Afghanistan 
could be one of those cases where you might it might lead to more a more cautious attitude towards 
intervention it might also lead to a more conscious assessment before you intervene does it really 
fulfill all these criteria that Nick Wheeler is talking about erhm and also it might erhm mean that 
states and their leaders are more careful in using the label humanitarian in terms of Libya I think it 
is generally seen as quite a success on the part of the international community it is at least the way 
they have constructed it for themselves we don't quite know what is going to happen it doesn't seem 
to me that the new ergmm regime there is all that trust worthy either so it is you know swapping 
one for another but at least it seem to be a wider set of people deciding as opposed to one dictator 
ergh but, but ehm I think the airstrikes and you know being a part of this liberation of Libya has 
been solved to various publics in the intervening states as a successful event you know and the fact 
that they could be broken off so quickly I mean that is one point I and many others I think thought 
this is going to go on forever too but it was quite surprising to all of us I think so there I think it 
might actually do the opposite there might actually I don't know about you but do you not all 
(mumble) it must occur to you since you are doing all this reading that when you think of Syria are 
they going to do the same I mean it is the first question you think about that every day when you get 
all these images from Syria and all the people being killed and harmed and I’m not sure if they can 
do that at this particularly stage because they can’t really go in everywhere can they but I think it 
has done the opposite I think it might have sort of given governments some confidence that actually 
look we can intervene and remove a particularly brutally leader they didn't do it others did, but it 
seem to me also quite smart by the international community to recognize the new regime quite early 
on to legitimize their own role the intervening powers role in the conflict that they teamed up with 
the local players so it might not have been as perceived as near colonial of course in Afghanistan 
where you have so many different clans it is a very complex society it is not always easy to know 
which war lord to collaborate with and you know so I don't think it is easy to really under 
government there is a government (mumble) but it is made up by all those different communities 
still so it is probable deeper fractions that’s I think erhm ya. 
 
Louise: what do you really think in regards to humanitarian intervention in the future do you think 
there is going to be as many as there has been in the past 10 years especially with the financial 
situation  
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Louise and Annika talking at once not able to hear what is being said 
 
Annika; you are absolutely right I’m sure the financial restrains will put a stop on interventions 
there might have taken place otherwise that I think you are right about erhm and also a certain war 
fatigue in not only among soldiers themselves but their families but also in the countries now 
Sweden and Denmark might not have all that many soldiers in Afghanistan for example if you 
compare with Britain. In Britain where I lived for a long time every day you almost had 1 or 2 dead 
bodies being brought back home to small local communities and they are being marched down the 
streets, people get fed up with that sort of thing so erhm having said that in times of war and 
conflict the army might seem an attractive job so recruitment might erhm not quite sure that erhm 
but I am sure you have a point with the financial sort of crises putting a stop on it for now but we 
don't know when things are going to be resolved hopefully at some point.  
 
Louise and Annika talk at once not able to hear what is said 
 
Louise: I was just thinking about Afghanistan nobody I don't think anyone would have thought 
mumble it is still going on and it has been going on for so long I think people would have thought 
maybe a year or two and they would have been out 
 
Annika; ya absolutely and it is a very costly business keeping men and women out there and it’s on 
the other hand you could erhm I think the idea is to move the people away from there very soon 
anyway most intervening states, ehm but that’s quite interesting how the money side comes in to the 
quite ethical argument  
 
Line, Simon and Louise: all agree with Annika 
 
Annika: Do you want to keep these (referring to some overheads from her class) because there 
might be there are some authors and I mean 
 
Simon: definitely  
 
Annika: ya for sure you can have these  
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Louise: is it a master or bachelor program  
 
Annika; it is a masters course at the University (referring to Copenhagen University)  that I am 
teaching but they are just from to lectures that I gave  
 
Simon: Perfect 
 
Annika: So because there are some sources that might be of interest I can send you my course 
handbook if you want  
 
Line: yep that sounds good 
 
Annika: it is not erhm it does not have tons and tons on intervention but its got some really good 
basic stuff that you might want to stick into your bibliography at least  (Annika laughs)  Marvelous 
how much have you written and how do you divide it between you do you take a case study each or 
do you write everything together  
 
Line: we have been focusing a lot on the structure and now we kind of want to do the analytical 
stuff 
 
Annika; do you feel a little bit stressed out now?  
 
Line and Simon talking at once  
 
Annika: so this is your kandidat opgave or  
 
Louise: no it is our bachelors 
 
Simon: ya 
 
Annika: bachelors okay and then after that you have one semester left then of course work or 
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Line: ya coursework  
 
Annika; so whilst you are done with this it is just coursework but it will be nice  
 
Louise; it is RUC so there will still be a project anyway 
 
Annika; ya you have lots and lots of projects you look feed up (laughs) have you got to many 
projects?  
 
Louise: No I am done after this I am done in January  
 
Annika: oh are you  
 
Louise: yep 
 
Annika; Fantastic  
 
Louise: yep looking forward to it  
 
All 4 are laughing  
 
Annika: ya until you want to start studying again because that is what happens quite often  
 
Line: I just had a break for a year and I just really felt that I wanted to study again 
 
Louise: I will have a 5 months break and then I will start again in August  
 
Annika; ya but that’s 5 months is fantastic, you can actually read novels, 
 
Louise, Simon and Line agrees  
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Annika: because that’s the thing you feel guilty if you reed sort of thing that you  
 
Line and Louise you really do (laughs) 
 
Louise: I have a pile of books I want to read at Christmas  
 
Annika: because you need to be able to converse with normal people (all laugh) But I hope you do 
really well I you want me to have a look at anything you have done I don't know what the rules are 
can you ask people to look at it 
 
Line: I think we can use all the people we want  
 
Annika; so if there is something you want me to have a little look at you can send it to me  
 
Louise: you are welcome to if you want we can send you a copy when we are done  
 
Annika: ya that would be great  
 
Louise: definitely 
 
Simon: if you want to see how it turned out 
 
Louise: ya we will definitely send you copy 
 
Annika: for sure that would be interesting, but looking at this new literature and you feel like you 
get stuck or you want to check that your interpretation of the literature is oaky I am more then 
willing to have a look. 
 
Line, Simon and Louise: thank you so much 
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Appendix	  4	  
The “hourglass” notion of research (Trochim, 2006) 
 
 
 
 
  
 	  
